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PREFACE 


TO  THE 

SECOND  EDITION. 


THE  publication  of  the  Evidence  and  Report  of 
the  Committee  concerning  Dr.  Jenner’s  claim 

t 

of  remuneration  for  the  difcovery  of  Vaccine  Ino- 
culation, induces  me  to  a re-publication  of  thefe 
Obfervations.  To  this  I am  additionally  incited  by 
the  fortunate  pofifeflion  of  the  means  of  demonftra- 
ting  the  complete  falfity  of  one  branch  of 'Dr.  Pear- 
fon’s  evidence  in  oppofition  to  Dr.  Jenner’s  fair  and 
valid  pretenfions.  I am  fo  confcious  of  being  un- 
moved by  perfonal  partiality  or  animofity  in  the  ex- 
ecution of  this  talk,  and  of  being  fingly  and  folely 
a&uated  by  an  impartial  intereft  in  truths  of  import- 
ance, that  I (hall  not  apologize  for  the  revival  of 
this  difculfion.  I deem  it  only  moral  juftice  to  the 
Author  of  one  cf  the  greatefl:  benefits  imparted  to 
mankind,  that  the  regifter  of  the  reward  conferred 
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by  the  Legiflature  of  his  Country  ffiould  be  accom- 
panied by  a commentary  on  the  detraction  which 
has  been  levelled  both  at  the  one  and  the  other. 

The  firft  edition  of  this  work  has  been  honoured 
with  no  reply,  unlefs  the  perfonal  abufe  of  a Re- 
viewer, who  has  uniformly  fupported  the  party  and 
the  principles  againft  which  it  was  directed,  can  be 
fo  termed.  Without  fear  of  contradiction,  I may 
affirm,  that  my  elucidation  of  feme  proceedings  in 
the  early  hiftory  of  Vaccination  in  London  cannot  be 
refuted;  and  my  opponent  is  doubtlefs  well  ac- 
quainted with  the  advice  of  a celebrated  orator, 
who  tells  us,  44  when  an  argument  is  unanfwerable, 
to  pafs  it  over.”  In  this  abeyance  I ffiould  have 
fullered  the  queftion  to  remain,  but  for  the  confi- 
derations  already  alluded  to.  It  is  with  relu&ance 
that  I rake  the  embers  of  diffention  amongfl  the 
advocates  of  Vaccination,  when  its  prefent  circum- 
ftances  call  for  their  united  fupport  againft  its  aftive 
antagonifts,  and  its  timid  and  wavering  fupporters. 
I could  wifh  that  the  example  of  the  extinction  of 
party  differences  by  political  danger  were  imitated 
'in  this  refpeCl.  But  1 fee  no  fuch  indication.  To 
the  44  Statement  of  Evidence,”  publifhed  by  the 
Vaccine-Pock  Inflitution,  as  well  as  to  their  printed 
refolutions,  on  the  fuppofed  failures  of  Vaccine  Ino- 
culation, (both  which  publications  I confider  as  per- 
f n Illy  and  exciufively  Dr.  Pearfon’s)  I moft  freely 
admit  the  general  interefts  of  Vaccination  to  be  ef- 
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fentially  Indebted.  It  is  With  as  much  alacrity  that 
I make  this  avowal,  as  I deprecated,  and  hill  continue 
to  deprecate,  the  influence  of  the  greater  portion  of 
Dr.  P.’s  conduft  and  writings  in  every  flage  of  the 
hiflory  of  Vaccine  Inoculation,  from  its  earlieft  pe- 
riod to  the  prefent  .moment.  After  the  mod  ample 
admifllon  of  his  few  fervices,  I muft  turn  to  view 
them  in  another  direftion*  and  to  arfalize  their  rela- 
tion to  the  Author  as  well  as  to  his  difcovery.  In 
this  light  I trace  a fyftematic  continuation  of  ^he 
fpirit  which  directed  former  attacks  on  Dr.  Jenner, 
and  which  merits  the  mod  invincible  and,  decided  re- 
probation. Every  triumph  of  Dr.  Jeflner’s  fyftem-  is 
in  Dr.  Pearfon’s  hands  the  medium  of  a new  attack. 
“ If  he  loves  the  treafon,  he  hates  the  traitor.”  It 
feems  inleparable  from  Dr.  P.’s  mode  of  warfare  to 
dircft  his  artillery  againft  the  opponents  of  Vaccina- 
tion, without  levelling  an  1 oblique  fhot  againft  its 
difcove-rer;  indeed,  if  the  force  of  the  latter  herd  pin? 
pafed  with  that  of  the  former,  it  Wotfld  Item  that 
Dr.  J.  was, 3 primary,  and  .the  t common  enemy  a 
Secondary  qbjecbof  deft ructioLV and  apftoyapce.-  The 
^publication?  which  cpnftitutes  t]ie  favoured  vehicle 
of  Dr.  P.’s  opinions,  follows  with,  Icrupu'lpys  fidelity 
the  fame  line  of  proceeding.  No  echo_  was  ever 
more  faithful  to  found,  or  imitation  to  its  original, 
than  is  this' Reviewer  to  his  prototype.  “ None  hut 


* See  Medical  and  ChirurgicaJ  Review,  March  and  May,  1805. 
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himfelf  can  be  his  parallel.”  We  may  fometimes 
difcover  with  more  certainty  the  fentiments  of  a man 
through  the  medium  of  his  expofitor,  than  from 
himfelf.  If,  according  to  this  principle,  the  Re- 
viewer is  the  more  intelligible  dandard  of  Dr.  P/'s 
opinions;  it  would  appear,  that  oppofition  to  the 
Cow-Pox  (provided  it  be  only  coupled  with  the 
name  of  Jenner)  is  by  no  means  adverfe  to  his  feel- 
ings;* but  if  the»  fuccefsful  extenfion  of  Vaccination 
is  to  be  recorded,  it  is  only  to  infcribe  Dr.  Pearfon’s 
name  on  the  pillar  of  its  fame.  Dr.  Mofeley,  whofe 
proflituted  wit,  frothy  declamation,  and  impotent  ri- 
dicule, are  allied  with  the  mod  notorious  mifrepre- 
fentation  of  fafts,j*  for  the  laudable  purpofe  of  ob- 
ftrufting  the  progrefs  of  an  improvement,  judly  dear 
to  the  philofopher  and  the  philanthropiff,  is  termed, 
by  this  Reviewer,  a £C  good-humoured  facetious 
writer,  and  <c  one  who  has  endeavoured  to  infpire 
a falutary  horror  of  the  pra&ice  into  the  minds  of 
his  readers.”  Not  one  fyllable  of  diffent  from  Dr. 
Mofeley’s  opinions,  either  exprefs  or  implied,  appears 
in  any  part  of  this  Reviewer’s  critique.  I am  not 
here  quedioning  his  right  to  condemn  Vaccine  Ino- 
culation, if  he  can  difprove  its  utility;  but  I cannot 


* Vide  Preface  to  Med.  and  Chirurg.  Review  for  May,  1805.— 
Alfo  the  account  in  the  fame  Review  of  the  report  of  die  progrefs 
of  the  Vaccine  Inoculation  in  Bengal. 

t See  Remarks,  &c.  by  Mr.  Merriman. 
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reconcile  to  confiftency  this  proceeding  in  the  pane- 
gyrift  and  editor  of  Dr.  P/s  opinions.  I would 
pledge  myfelf,  that  if  Dr.  P.  could  atchievehis  grand 
defign  of  appearing  as  the  efficient  author  of  Vaccina- 
tion, we  Ihould  hear  no  more  of  its  failures  or  im- 
perfections in  the  Medical  and  Chirurgical  Review. 

I have  now  to  advert  to  the  leading  objeCt  of  my 
prefent  remarks,  by  referring  to  the  accounts  of  the 
Vaccine  Inoculations,  which  were  alleged  to  have 
been  practifed  anterior  to  Dr.  Jenner’s,  in  pages  5,  6, 
and  7 of  theenfuing  Obfervations.  To  my  comments 
on  the  pretenlions  of  the  Rev.  Herman  Drew  and 
Mr.  Bragge,  I have  little  to  add.  It  may  fairly  be 
inferred,  that  Sir  G.  B.  conceded  the  communicated 
inanufcripts  to  have  been  unworthy  of  prefervation, 
or  he  would  not  have  committed  them  to  the  flames; 
an  aCt  which  in  a gentleman  of  Sir  G.  B/s  character 
would  have  been  a moft  improbable  proceeding,  had 
they  contained  the  important  difcovery  of  Vaccine 
Inoculation.  The  dory  of  Mr.  Bragge’s  enquiries 
and  experiments  reds  on  his  Angle  affertion,  and  is 
unfupported  by  collateral  proof,  or  by  any  exiding  ex- 
tract or  document  taken  from  the  papers  themfelves. 

I congratulate  Dr.  P.  on  having  at  length  eda- 
blilhed  the  faCt  of  Jelly’s  Vaccine  Inoculations.  To 
have  fucceeded  in  the  manifeflation  of  a l'mall  portion 
of  truth  amidd  fo  much  of  error,  is  a fet-off,  of  which 
I am  difpofed  to  allow  Dr.  P.  all  the  advantages. 
After  the  affignment  of  two  different  dates,  viz. 
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177  land  1786,  by  Mr.  Dolling, y as  the  period  of  Mr. 
Jelly’s  cafual  imitation  of  the  natur  1 Vaccine  difeafe; 
it  is  now  (hewn  that  Mr.  Jelly  did  inoculate  from 
the  natural  Cow-Pox  fomc  parts  or  his  family  in 
1774.  In  page  6 of  the  Firfl  Edition  of  the  enfuing 
Obfervations,  published  more  than  two  years  lince, 
I have  aihed  why  we  have  not  “ the  atteflation  of 
the  accounts  of  Mr.  Jcffy  himfelf.”  I did  not  deny 
the  fad,  but  objected  to  the  fufficiency  of  proor; 
and  now  that  this  is  afforded,  it  becomes  more  r.ne- 
refting  to  cohfider  how  far  Dr.'  Jenner’s  title  is  there- 
by affeffed.  On  this  queflion,  I muff  again  refer  to 

r.  * • i- 

pages  1 4 and  15  of  the  following  Obfervations,  which 
exprefs  my  fenfe  of  the  effimation  in  which  thefe 
early  Vaccinators  fliould  be'  conffaered.  For  the 
"proofs  which  their  experiments  afford  of  the  futility 
of  that  hypotliefis,  which  would  allow  to  Vaccina- 
tion a temporary  prophylactic  power,  the  reputation 
and  intereffs  of  Vaccination  are  much  indebted  But 

t . "4  r 

if  in  the  promulgation  of  thefe  inffanees,  there  is  even 
a latent  and  fideld'ng  intention  (of  which  I entertain 
no  doubt)  of  dripping  the  minuted  portion  of  honour. 


* I have  now  before  me  a letter  from  Mr.  Dolling  to  Dr.  Jer.ner, 
dated  Chettle,  Nov.  ;8,  1798.  This  letter  thanks  Dr.  Jeoner  for 
th.c  prefent  of  his  firft  publication,  expreffes  Mr.  D.’s  convidion  of 
the  truth  of  the  dodrine,  and  appears  to  confider  Vaccine  Inocuh- 
■ tion  as  a perfedly  • new 'drfco very  of  Dr.  Jenner’s.  It  docs  mi  czsn 
, hiftt  at  Jistf  s or  anyollcr  anterior  Jnocul.it ions.  Did  Mr.  DolliBg 
at  this  time  knew  tlte.  fads  which  he  has  fince  vouched  for?  and  if 
’fte  divl  mot,  it  is  otic  proof  that  they  were  generally  unknown. 
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inventive  faculty,  or  originality  from  Dr.  J. ; I pro- 
t-eft  againft  the  unjuft  and  infidious  defign.  Let  it 
be  remembered,  that  although  Dr.  Jenner  did  not 
inoculate  with  Vaccine  fluid  till  1798,  yet  that  it  is 
attefted,  by  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Gardner  before  the 
Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  that  Dr.  J. 
had  been  engaged  for  30  years  in  the  previous  fteps 
which  led  to  the  Vaccine  Inoculation.  During  this 
long  period,  Dr.  J.  propofed  the  experiment  to  many 
of  his  own  friends,  and  not  only  gave  Vaccine  virus 
to  the  late  Mr.  John  Hunter  for  this  purpofe,  but 
communicated  orally  his  conviction  on  the  fubjeft  to 
Mr.  Cline,  who  imparted  it  to  Dr.  Adams,  and  by 
whom  it  was  inferted  in  the  valuable  Eflfay  on  Mor- 
bid Pdifons.  During  this  time,  whoever  heardv  of 
the  Vaccine  Inoculations  of  Mr.  Jefty,  or  the  Vaccine 
inveftigations  of  Mr.  Bragge?  Immediately  on  the 
communication  to  the  public  of  Dr.  Jenner5  s expe- 
riments in  1798,  the  general  interefts  of  the  Philo- 
fophica.nd  Medidal  World  were  awakened;  and  in 
Teven  years,  this  fpark  from  Jenner  has  communica- 
-t  a flame  over  nearly  the  civilized  globe.  So  far 
from  preceding  experiments  having  led  the  way  for 
I)r.  J. ; it  was  himfelf,  and  the  iflue  of  his  efforts 
which  have  dragged  thefe  men  from  the  profitlcfs  ob- 
fcurity,  in  which  they  would  have  ever  remained.  In 
the  hifrory  of  Mr.  Jelly’s  inoculations,  as  given  by  the 
Vaccine- P ck  Injlitut  on,  we  find  th  t the  furgeons  in 
his  neighbourhood  thought  of  imitaong  his  pradlice. 
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Was  their  public  and  profeffional  fpirit  fo  dead  and 
fo  deficient,  that  no  one  ever  committed  to  print  the 
record  of  fo  intereding  an  innovation? 

Mr.  Naifh,  of  Shaftefbury,  has  been  held  up  by 
Dr.  Pearfon,  to  the  high  authority  of  a Committee 
of  the  Iioufe  of  Commons,  as  an  experienced  Vaccine 
Inoculator.  This  belief  was  not  expreffed  in  dubious 
terms,  but  in  the  mod:  exprefs  affirmation;  and  was 
conjoined  with  a flrong  and  illiberal  reflection  on 
the  comparative  knowledge  of  Dr.  Jermer  and  Mr. 
Nailfi.  In  the  Star  newfpaper  of  the  1 9th  Dec.  lafl, 
appeared  a letter,  figned  “ Obferver,”  which  bears 
internal  evidence  of  its  origin  and  manufactory.  The 
letter  in  the  conclufion  attacks  Vaccination  itfelf, 
which  I have  already  commented  on  as  the  ufually 
coane&ed  fyftem  of  hoflility  from  thefe  fources.  The 
letter  fayss,  cc  but  the  mod  curious  and  diftinft  are  the 
ananufetipts  of  the  late  Mr.  Naifh  of  Shaftfbury,  de- 
scribing not  ,owly  his  Inoculated  Cafes,  but  relating 
many  fa61s  belonging  to  the  Vaccipe  diforder,  which 
were  intended  for  publication.”  It  will  appear  that 
•Mr.  Nailh’s  claims  are  as  incapable  of  fubdantiatioo 
by  the  Obferver,  as  by  Dr.  Pearfon  himfelf. 

On  the  mod  critical  perufal  of  Mr.  Naidi's  paper:, 
as  given  by  Dr.  P.  to  the  Committee  of  the  Houfe 
of  Commons^  I differed  entirely  from  Dr.  P.  con- 
cerning the  inferences  which  were  deducible  from 
them;  and  have  expreffed  my  opinion  to  this  effett 
in  pages  9 and  10  of  the  enfuing  Oblervations,  and 


\ 
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which  I will  here  recapitulate  briefly.  From  the 
hirtory  as  given  in  Mr.  Nailh’s  words,  Dr.  P.  pub- 
licly and  pofitively  affirmed,  that  Mr.  Naifli  had  ino- 
culated the  Cow-Pox;  that  Mr.  Naifli,  jun.  Mrs. 
Scammel,  and  Mrs.  Bracher,  had  been  inoculated 
for  the  Cow-Pox  by  Mr.  Naifli;  and  that  Mr.  Naijh 
knew  as  much  as  Dr.  'Jenner , excepting  his  errors. 
“ Mark  how  a plain  tale  fliall  fet  you  down.”  On 
the  fame  data  as  Dr.  P.  reafoned  from,  I concluded 
that  in  the  cafes  of  Mrs.  Scammel  and  Mrs.  Bracher, 
Mr.  Naifli  had  prafrifed  Variolous  Inoculation  on 
thofe  who  had  undergone  natural  Cow-Pox;  but 
that  there  was  no  reaion  to  infer  that  he  had  prac- 
fed  Vaccine  Inoculation.  My  inference  was  formed 
at  that  time  from  the  context  of  Mr.  Nailh’s  papers 
alone;  from  thefe  alfo,  let  it  be  repeated,  Dr.  P.  did 
the  fame.  I had  remained  in  filent  convi&ion  of 
this  truth,  when  profeffional  intercourfe  foon  after 
introduced  me  to  Dr.  Pew,  then  refiding  at  Shafts- 
bury,  but  now  at  Sherborne.  I cannot  mention  Dr. 
Pew  without  recording  my  high  fenfe  of  his  medical 
and  general  talents,  which  have  been  exemplified 
both  within  and  without  the  pale  of  his  profeffion. 
Dr.  Pew  undertook  to  inveftigate  (with  an  impar- 
tiality, which  had  I wiflied,  it  was  not  in  my  power 
to  warp)  the  inoculations  by  Mr.  Naifli  of  his  fon, 
Mrs.  Scammel,  and  Mrs.  Bracher;  the  refult  appears 
in  the  following  letter: 


[ X ] 


cc  Dear  Sir, 

<c  AGREEABLY  to  your  requcft,  I have  taken 
an  opportunity  of  examining  the  arm  of  Mr.  Naifli, 
fon  of  my  predeceffor  the  late  Mr.  Naifli,  furgeon,  of 
this  place;  and  alfo  the  arm  of  Mr.  Abraham  Ma- 
thew, who  was  inoculated  by  Mr.  Naifli  on  the  fame 
day,  with  the  fame  lancet,  and  with  the  fame  matter 
with  which  he  inoculated  his  own  fons;  and  this  was 
done  at  the  particular  requeft  of  Mrs.  Mathew,  who 
told  Mr.  Naifli,  that  if  he  inoculated  her  fon  with 
the  fame  Small-Pox  matter  with  which  he  inoculated 
his  own  children,  (lie  fhould  have  the  bed  of  all 
poffible  fecurkies  that  it  was  taken  from  a proper 
pervbn.  This  information  I had  feme  time  ago  from 
Mrs.  Naifli;  and  this  very  morning  I accidentally 
met  Mrs.  Adams,  (late  the.above  Mrs.  Mathew)  and 
took  the  opportunity  of  afking  her  refpeCting  the 
inoculation  of  her- fon;  who  told  me,  that  fhe  never 
had  the  mod  diftant'idea  that  the  matterwith  which 
her  fon  and  Mr.  Naifli’s  children  were  inoculated, 
was  at  all  different  from  Small-Pox  matter;  that 
* her  fon  was  extremely  ill  in  breeding  the  Small-Pox, 
(as  (lie  fuppofed  it  to  be)  that  he  bad  more  than  300 
puftules;  that  file  recollected  nothing  different  , in 
thefe  from  the  puftules  of  a child  of  her’s,  fince  ino- 
culated for  the  Small-Pox  by  me;  and  that  a great 

< 

number  of  perfons,  fome  of  them  her  relations,  were 
inoculated  by  Mr.  Naifti  at  the  fame  time,  on  account 
of  the  Small-Pox  raging  univerfally  at  that  time  in 
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the  town;  all  of  whom,  as  fhe  apprehends,  fickened 
for  the  Small-Pox  in  the  ufual  manner,  and  had  more 
or  fewer  Variolous  puflules. 

“ With  refpeft  to  the  late  Mrs.  Scammel  and  Mrs. 
Bracher,  both  of  whom  have  been  my  patients,  and 
who,  it  has  been  inferred  from  Mr.  Naifli’s  papers, 
were  inoculated  by  him  for  the  Cow-Pox,  I have 
clearly  afcertained  to  have  been  both  Inoculated  for 
the  Small- Pox,  and  the  flight nefs  of  the  effect  evidently 
arofe  from  their  having  taken  the  Cow-Pox  when  girls , 
by  milking  their  father’s  cows;  which  fact  I have 
learned  from  Parmer  Phillips,  the  brother  of  both; 
and  from  Farmer  Scammel.  the  widower  of  the  late 
Mrs.  Scammel.  If  any  further  inveftigation,  which  it 
may  be  in  my  power  to  make,  fhould  be  deemed  ne- 
ceffary.  you  may  command  the  impartial  exertions  of. 

Dear  Sir, 

Your  faithful  and  obedient  fervant, 

Shaftejbury,  Ocl.  14,  1803.  R.  PEW. 

[ 

P.  S.  It  may  not  be  improper  to  mention,  that  at 
the  time  Mrs.  Scammel  was  inoculated  by  Mr.  Naifh 
for  the  Small-Pox,  fix  or  feven  of  her  children  were 
alfo  inoculated,  all  of  whom  had  more  or  fewer 
puflules,  although  (he  herfelf  efcaped  with  the  flighc 
affe&ion  of  the  arm  Mr.  Naifh  has  recorded.” 
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Dr.  Pearfon  is  not  alone  committed  on  the  fa&of 
Mr.  Naifh’s  having  been  an  experienced  Vaccine  I no- 
culator  before  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  but  in  the 
Appendix,  p.  183,  to  his-  “ Examination  of  the  Re- 
port of  the  Committee,  &c.”  he  again  records  his 
opinion,  viz.  “ it  was  not  fuppofcd  I could  make  fuch 
an  affertion  without  plauftble  proof.  If  I had  not  had. 
fuch  proof  \ I certainly  Ihould  not  have  made  the  af- 
fertion, and  a part  of  that  proof  may  be  found  at 
pages  24,  27,  of  this  work.”  The  emotion  which 
I feel  on  the  whole  of  this,  is  an  arrett  of  indigna- 
tion and  an  irrefiftible  propenfity  to  finile.  In  a note 
to  p.  1 21  of  his  “ Examination,”  Dr.  P.  peculiarly 
points  at  me  as  “ one  of  the  partizans  of  perfonal 
interefts,”  and  of  “ the  perfons  who  have  had  little 
experience,  and  without  pretenfions  from  a fludious 
life.”  Of  all  men  exifting,  if  we  judge  him  by  his 
fruits,  Dr.  P.  is  leaft  entitled  to  triumph  in  the  be- 
nefits of  experience,  or  to  impute  to  others  the  con- 
fequences  of  its  deficiency.  From  a few  cafes  Dr. 
Jenner  defined  the  appearances  and  diagnoftics  of  the 
Vaccina,  with  a correfrnefs  which  fucceeding  expe- 
rience has  continued,  but  has  not  enlarged.  From 
hundreds  of  cafes  Dr.  P.  drew  grofsly  erroneous 
conciufions.  From  Mr.  Nailh’s  manufcripts  Dr.  P. 
formed  inferences,  which  irrefragable  evidence  proves 
to  be  falfe.  Of  the  meaning  of  thefe  fame  manufcripts 
I,  who  have  been  contcmptuoufly  accufed  by  Dr.  P. 
of  incompetency  to  decide,  have  formed  a right  con- 
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JlrvffioTU  Dr.  P.’s  miftakes  are  too  ludicrous  to 
afford  me  any  ferious  exultation.  He  is  a perfect 
majler  of  medical  metamorphojis.  In  his  earlier  pro- 
ceedings he  converted  the  Vaccina  into  Variola.  By 
converfe  reafoning,  he  afterwards  transforms  Mr. 
Naifh’s  Variolous  into  Vaccine  Inoculations. 

I could  purfue  this  fubjeft  further,  but  that  I wifli 
to  quit  it  for  ever.  Dr.  P.’s  “ Statement  of  Evi- 
dence” would  afford  a wide  field  of  comment.  Dr. 
P.’s  criticifms  of  Dr.  J.’s  opinions  are  like  thofe  of 
the  artifl,  who,  unable  to  detect  a flaw  in  the  figure 
of  a beautiful  flatue,  found  fault  with  the  flipper. 
Whenever  Dr.  P.  impugns  Dr.  J.,  it  is  to  place  him 
in  the  mod  obvious  and  palpable  comparifon  with 
himfelf.  To  Dr.  P.’s  late  efforts  in  defence  of 
Vaccine  Inoculation  fome  credit  is  due;  had  they 
been  “ unmixed  with  bafer  matter,”  the  friends  of 
the  fyftem,  and  the  friends  of  the  author,  might 
have  jointly  accorded  him  the  meed  of  unqualified 
praife. 

:•■■■■ . 
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OBSERVATIONS,  &c. 


AD  my  perufal  of  Dr.  Pearfon’s  “ Examination 


of  the  Report  of  the  Vaccine-Pock  Committee” 
terminated  in  the  firft  few  fentences  of  his  exordium, 
1 fliould  have  been  eminently  gratified.  Voluntary  and 
honourable  teftimony  to  diftinguilhed  merit  is  cer- 
tainly a pleafing  theme  of  contemplation.  No  more 
unequivocal  tribute  of  applaufe  could  have  been  of- 
fered, than  is  here  rendered  to  Dr.  Jenner.  The 
term  and  title  of  “ the  difcoverer  to  the  public  of 
the  Vaccine  Inoculation’1  is  unreluctantly  awarded  ; 
and  it  would  have  foiled  my  acutefi:  conje&ure,  to 
imagine  how  this  ample  admifiion  could  have  been 
made  a prelude  to  the  mod  inimical  attack  on  his  re- 
putation, claims,  and  capacity.  The  tranfition  is, 
however,  but  (hort.  In  the  fucceeding  paflages  we 
are  prefented  with  qualifications  of  the  meaning  of 
the  epithet  “ difcoverer,”  which  amount  to  its  nega- 
tion; and  we  are  told,  in  the  language  of  apparent 
modefty,  that  £c  Dr.  Jenner’s  publication  was  the 
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foie  primary  occafion  of  all  the  experiments  hitherto 
inllituted.”  It  is  aliened  alfo,  that  by  thefe  expe- 
riments new  fa£ts  have  been  difeovered,  and  errors 
corrected. 

To  myfelf  it  appears,  that  this  language  of  Dr. 
Pearfon  is  not  fimply  incongruous,  but  that  it  amounts 
to  the  mod  obvious  of  folecifms,  and  that  his  pofi- 
tions  are  at  variance  among!!  themfelves.  I fhall 
not  now  confider  their  truth  or  their  falfity.  He  at- 
tributes to  Dr.  Jenner  the  merit  of  difeovery;  of 
what?  of  fomething  whereon  experiments  have  been 
founded.  Take  Dr.  Pearfon’s  own  terms:  “ The 
foie  primary  occafion  of  all  the  experiments  hitherto 
inllituted. ” This  is  further  explained  in  a nearly- 
conne&ed  part  of  Dr.  Pearfon’s  context,  “ Human 
fociety  would  not  have  been  in  polfelTion  at  this 
hour  of  the  means  of  preferving  the  conflitution 
from  a mol!  hurtful  difeafe,  if  the  difclofure  had  not 
been  made  by  the  publication  of  the  Treatife,” 
meaning  Dr.  Jenner’s  firft  and  original  elfay. 

In  this  mafs  of  contradiction,  I can  fcarcely  know 
where  to  fix.  Dr.  Jenner  is  firft  deferibed  as  tc  a 
difeoveref  to  the  public.”  We  are  next  told  the 
modification  and  fenfe  in  which  this  complimentary 
appellation  of  difeoverer  is  employed.  This  is  de- 
fined to  be  the  difeovery  of  fomething  which  was  “ the 
foie  primary  occafion  of  all  the  experiments  hitherto 
inllituted;”  and  lafily,  it  is  admitted  that  the  means 
have  been  difclofed  by  Dr.  Jenner.  To  fimple  ap- 
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prehenfion,  as  well  as  to  logical  indu&ion,  it  mufl: 
therefore  be  inferred  from  Dr.  Pearfon’s  ftatement, 
that  Dr.  Jenner  made  no  experiments , but  was  the 
sole  occasion  of  them;  yet  that  he  disclosed  means  which 
have  been  confelTedly  adequate  to  their  end,  and 
which,  from  the  very  indifpenfible  nature  of  the  fub- 
ject,  could  alone  have  been  experimental.  Contra- 
di&ions  like  thefe  are  fo  irreconcileable,  that  I cannot 
but  confider  them  as  the  neceffary  embarraffments  of 
fophiftical  reafoning  in  an  indefenfible  caufe;  and  I 
contemplate  them  with  furprife,  in  a work  which  oc- 
cafionaily  affumes  the  niceft  and  molt  rigorous  phi- 
lological accuracy  in  the  criticifm  of  others. 

I have  hitherto  only  endeavoured  to  {hew  the  in- 
inconfiftencies  of  Dr.  Pearfon’s  definitions  in  refpeft 
to  Dr.  Jenner’ s pretenfions  to  the  claim  of  difeovery, 
and  a further  examination  of  his  work  confirms  and 
multiplies  them.  After  an  appropriation  of  thirty 
pages  to  the  infertion  of  his  own  arguments,  urged 
with  the  moft  determinate  zeal ; the  addu&ion  of 
every  communication,  both  relevant  and  irrelevant, 
which  could  exhibit  Vaccine  Innoculations  anterior 
to  Dr.  Jenner’s,  and  the  moft  unfparing  depreciation 
of  his  inventive  claims,  Dr.  Pearfon  allows,  (p.  88) 
that  he  gave  it  as  his  opinion  to  the  Committee  of 
the  Houfe  of  Commons,  “ That  the  different  trials 
were  made  independent  of  each  other,”  and  that 
“ he  thought  the  queftion  of  reward  could  not  juflly 
be  affefted  by  any  number  of  antecedent  cafes.” — 
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The  import  of  each  of  thcfefentences  is  not  quite  iden- 
tical, but  they  are  enough  to  warrant  my  conclufions. 
They  are  befides  corroborated  by  the  univerfal  tenor 
of  the  evidence.  To  what  end  has  Dr.  Pearfon  folicit- 
oufly  raked  together  every  ifolated  fact  of  Vaccine  Ino- 
culation pra&ifed  before  Dr.  Jenner’s  difeoveryr 
Wherefore  has  belaboured  to  annihilate  Dr.  Jenner’s 
claims,  and  to  vilify  his  deferts?  if  he  muft  finally 
admit  thofe  which  are  mod  effential.  If  an  antago- 
nist, writing  in  the  fpirit  and  in  the  tone  of  Dr.  Pear- 
fon, be  neceffitated  to  concede  fo  much,  what  muff 
be  the  fuffrage  of  impartial  judgment,  and  of  inge- 
nuous fcr.utiny.  I cannot  form  another  or  a better 
. idea  of  the  term  difeovery,  than  the  detection  and 
the  manifeftation  of  a fa£t  generally  or  entirely  un- 
known. I affirm,  that  if  any  individual  can  be  fhewn 
to  have  cultivated  a field  of  inquiry  by  the  dint  of  his 
own  powers,  and  to  have  produced  a refult  which  he 
is  the  firft  to  promulgate,  it  does  not  vitiate  his  title 
to  originality,  that  he  has  been  preceded  by  others 
in  the  fame  invefligation,  when  no  co-operation  can 
be  proved,  or  mutual  knowledge  inferred  between 
them.  This  is  my  definition  of  the  meaning  of  difeo- 
very,^ and  of  its  confequent  reference  to  the  indivi- 


* With  refpeft  to  the  publifhed  accounts  of  the  eflicacy  of  Cow- 
Pox,  in  preventing  Small-Pox,  anterior  to  Dr.  Jenner’s  publication, 
Dr.  P.  gives  fome  inftances  in  his  Examin.  p.  16.  The  adduction 
of  thefe  authorities,  as  a matter  of  hiitorical  fadf  alone,  would  cer- 
tainly be  proper;  but  this  does  not  appear  to  be  the  fingle  view  of 
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dual  making  ir.  By  this  criterion.  Dr.  Jenner’s 
claims  fhould  be  tried.  Has  Dr.  Pearfon’s  hodile 
activity  excited  a doubt  that  Dr.  Jenner  was  not  to  all 
intents  and  purpofes  an  original  experimenter,  and  the 
only  conclufive,  accurate,  or  known  authority  on  the 
fubjett.  The  indances  invidioully  adduced  by  Dr. 
Pearfon  before  the  Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Com- 
mons, and  introduced  into  his  “ Examination,”  are 
at  the  bed  vague  and  incomplete.  If  they  contain 
any  proofs  of  the  inditution  and  fuccefs  of  Vaccine 
Inoculations  anterior  to  Dr.  Jenner’s,  they  are  not 
fuch  as  to  carry  conviction  to  the  pathologid.  Their 
paucity  and  infufficiency  of  detail,  render  their  autho- 
rity irrelevant.  I will  take  notice  of  them  in  the 
order  wherein  Dr.  P.  has  arranged  them.  Mr. 
Downe’s  cafe  (Examination,  p.  17.)  is  a fingleone ; 
and  is  wholly  deficient  in  that  circumflantiality  of 
proof  (as  the  narrative  of  the  Inoculator  himfelf,  or 
his  attefted  record)  which  could  give  it  credibility 
fufficient  to  rank  as  evidence.  Mr.  Bragge  (p.  18, 
Examination)  fays,  that  he  made  experiments  thirty 
years  ago,  and  proved  that  the  Vaccine  difeafe  was 
a prefervative  againd  Small-Pox,  and  that  through 

Dr.  P.  in  collecting  them.  Dr.  P.  quotes  a palfage  from  “ Adams 
on  morbid  poifons,”  to  this  effeCt.  It  is  barely  worthy  of  intro- 
duction, that  I have  the  authority  of  Dr.  Jenner  to  fay,  that  Dr. 
Adams  received  his  knowledge  from  Mr.  Cline,  in  confequence 
of  a communication  from  Dr.  Jenner  many  years  fince.  As  I)r.  J. 
has  fo  fully  acknowledged  the  derivation  of  his  information  to  have 
been  from  general  tradition,  it  could  not  be  material  to  him,  had  the 
publilhed  authorities  been  ever  fo  numerous. 
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the  Rev.  Herman  Drew,  he  acquainted  Sir  G.  Baker 
of  it.  He  adds  that  fire  has  deftroyed  his  documents, 
therefore  they  no  longer  exifi , and  of  courfe  are  no- 
thing to  the  purpofe.  I mufl  certainly  conceive  that 
fome  of  thefe  experiments  might  have  lived  in  me- 
mory, but  not  one  is  detailed  or  recorded.  Mr.  B. 
concludes  by  telling  us,  that  the  wife  of  a farmer  in 
Dorfetfliire,  inoculated  herfelf  and  children  with 
Cow-Pox  matter,  and  that  thefe  children  have,  when 
grown  up,  inoculated  others.  All  this  may  be  true, 
but  I affirm  it  is  deficient  in  minutenefs  of  relation 
and  in  collateral  proof.  The  letter  of  the  Rev.  H. 
Drew  (p.  19,  Examination)  fays,  that  Mr.  Justins, 
a farmer  at  Yetminder,  Dorfet,  inoculated  his  wife 
and  children  with  Vaccine  matter.  But  why  have 
we  not  the  attedation  and  the  accounts  of  Mr.  Juf- 
tins  himfelf.  Mr.  Herman  Drew  is  fo  imperfectly 
informed  on  the  fubjeft,  that  he  does  not  even  know 
the  time  when  Mr.  Judins  inoculated  his  family,  but 
with  a confidence,  of  which  I cannot  perceive  the 
foundation,  boldly  affirms,  “ I have  no  doubt  it  was 
previous  to  Dr.  Jenner’s  practice.”  This  affertion 
is  to  me  a little  hazardous.  If  Mr.  Herman  Drew 
does  not  exactly  know  the  era  of  the  very  experi- 
ments to  which  he  is  giving  an  antedate  to  Dr.  Jen- 
ner’s, it  is  very  probable  that  he  is  unacquainted 
with  the  duration  of  Dr.  Jenner’s  own  invefiigation, 
and  may  unintentionally  make  an  anachronifm  in 
their  order.  Mr.  Gardner  has  proved  before  the 
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Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  that  he  has 
known  of  Dr.  Jenner’s  attention  and  occupation  in 
the  fubjett  of  Cow-Pox  for  twenty  years  pad.*  In 
a letter  from  Mr.  W.  Dolling  to  Dr.  Pearfon,  (p.  23, 
Examination)  we  are  told  that  Mr.  Judins’  inocula- 
tion was  on  or  before  the  year  1786.  In  a fubfe- 
quent  letter  Mr.  Dolling  fays,  it  was  in  1774,  and 
" that  he  is  dill  living.  I afk  again,  if  the  inoculator 
be  still  living ; why  have  we  not  (where  fo  much  la-  . 
bour  is  employed  in  the  edablilhment  of  this  fa<d) 
his  own  confirmed,  perfonal,  and  particular  relation. 

I do  not  deem  it  as  bearing  with  importance  on  Dr. 
J.’s  pretenfions,  whether  this  or  an  hundred  fuch 
dories  are  allowed,  but  I am  merely  taking  into  view 
the  loofenefs  and  the  informality  of  fuch  evidence. 
Akin  to  this  is  a letter  of  Mr.  Downe’s  immediately 
following,  in  which  he  fays,  “ he  has  heard , that  a 
woman,  in  the  vale  of  Dorfetdiire,  pra&ifed  Vaccine 
Inoculation,  probably  long  before  Dr.  fenner  ever 
thought  of  it.”  Whether  or  not  Mr.  Downe  was  fo- 
licited  by  Dr.  Pearfon  for  his  fud'rage  on  Dr.  Jenner’s 
general  merits,  I do  not  know;  but  there  is  an  ap- 
parent alacrity  and  decifion  in  Mr.  Downe’s  expref- 
fions,  and  they  are  fo  much  in  unifon  with  Dr.  P.’s 
objefts,  that  I cannot  but  fufpett  intentional  coinci- 
dence. Mr.  Downe  adds,  “ I am  well  affured  Dr. 


* It  does  not  follow  that  Dr.  Jenner’s  communications  to  Mr 
Garden  were  coeval  with  the  commencement  of  his  purfuits. 
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Jenner  has  no  claim  to  the  firfl  difcoverer  and  per- 
former* of  the  new  Inoculation ; and  if  he  be  only  the 
promulgator , I fee  no  propriety  in  his  being  exclu- 
fively  rewarded.”  The  obfervation  is  fufficiently  in- 
dicative of  the  liberal  fpirit  and  the  enlarged  views 
of  Dr.  Pearfon’s  correfpondents,  and  is  a fpecimen 
of  the  temper,  the  argument,  and  the  talents  which 
are  employed  in  difproof  of  Dr.  Jenner’ s claims. 

In  the  order  as  introduced  by  Dr.  P.  we  are  next 
prefented  with  the  manufcripts  of  the  late  Mr.  Nafli, 
furgeon,  at  Shaftefbury,  as  attefted  by  his  fon  before 
the  Committee  of  the  Iioufe  of  Commons.  In  Dr. 
Pearfon’s  “ Examination,”  thefe  fimply  rank  with 
other  matter  of  the  fame  kind,  matter  which  I Ihould 
mifcall  by  the  name  of  evidence.  I have  it  from  the 
perufal  of  the  minutes  of  the  Committee  of  the  Houfe 
of  Commons,  with  which  I have  been  favoured,  that 
thefe  papers  were  ufhered  in  by  a mofl  threatening 
affertion  of  Dr.  Pearfon’s,  viz.  “ That  they  would 
be  found  to  contain  every  thing  related  by  the  pe- 
titioner, (Dr.  Jenner)  except  his  errors .”  There  is  a 
prudent  confideration  or  a cautious  policy  which 
generally  leads  men  of  reflexion,  not  to  exceed  the 
force  of  events  in  the  extent  of  prediction:  but  it 
is  not  thus  with  Dr.  Pearfon’s  annunciations.  He 
introduces  them  in  the  full  garb  of  importance,  and 

~ i I y . . . 

* Dr.  Pearfon  might  here  have  ufefully  correded  his  friend’s 
language. 
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they  turn  out  in  the  nakednefs  oF  inanity.  Would 
it  be  conceived,  by  minds  habituated  to  confiftency, 
that  thefe  vaunted  documents  abfolutely  contain  no 
single  affirmative  indance  of  Vaccine  Inoculation.  I 
defy  Dr.  P.  to  make  fuch  an  indu&ion  from  the  con- 
tents of  Mr.  Naih’s  papers;  and  if  he  can,  I will  ad- 
mit all  he  has  laboured  to  eftablifh  againft  Dr. 
Jenner.  Let  us  examine  the  eflential  points  of  Mr. 
Nadi’s  papers,  as  given  by  Dr.  Pearfon,  (Exami- 
nation, page  14.) 

Mr.  Nafh’s  manufcripts  firfl  relate  the  univerfal 
tradition  and  conviftion,  that  thofe  who  have  had 
the  Cow-Pox  cannot  have  the  Small-Pox.  Mr.  N. 
then  affirms  his  own  proofs  of  this  faft ; alfo  that  it 
is  not  contagious  by  effluvia.  Then  follows  the  paf- 
fage  which  alone  may  be  fuppofed  to  prove  that  Mr. 
N.  had  really  inoculated  the  Cow-Pox.  “ In  Mrs. 
Scammel,  and  Mrs.  Bracher  inoculation  produced 
no  eruption,  no  ficknefs,  and  little  or  no  fuppuration 
of  the  arm ; the  place  punctured  not  being  bigger, 
when  inflamed  and  suppurated , than  a pin’s  head.” 
Now,  I think,  a fair  doubt  may  arife,  as  to  the  con- 
ftru&ion  and  reference  of  this  defcription.  Mr. 
Nafh’s  defcription  is  not  a faithful  or  probable  one 
of  Vaccina.  The  picture  is  fo  incorreff  and  fo  defi- 
cient, that  it  could  not  refer  to  this.  The  inoculated 
Cow-Pox  infinitely  exceeds  the  diameter  of  a pin’s 
head,  or  twenty  pins’  heads.  Mr.  Naffl  talks  of  its 
being  suppurated , which  we  know  only  refers  to  the 
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formation  of  pus;  and,  without  the  expectation  of 
critical  nicety,  is  a very  improbable  term  of  defcrip- 
tion.  Mr.  Nalh  alfo  omits  to  defcribe  the  very  pe- 
culiar and  llriking  appearance  of  the  circumjacent 
rednefs,  which,  I think,  no  obferver  could  have  failed 
to  recognife.  On  the  mod  intent  perufal  of  this 
narrative,  I think  the  conclufion  is  equally  juft,  that 
Mr.  Nafh  was  here  fpeaking  of  the  inoculation  of 
Small-Pox  on  thofe  who  had  undergone  Cow-Pox  ; 
his  relation  is  far  more  appropriate  to  this  than  to 
the  Inoculation  of  the  Vaccina;  and  I think  the  molt 
accurate  logician  (if  he  underftood  the  fubject) 
would  concur  in  this  inference  from  the  data.  Mr. 
Nafli,  in  a fentence  nearly  preceding,  fays : “ I have 
inoculated  above  fixty  perfons  who  have  been  re- 
ported to  have  had  the  Cow-Pox,  and  I believe,  at 
lead  forty  of  them  I could  not  infeft  with  Variolous 
Virus ” The  intermediate  paffages  in  Mr.  Nafli’s 
relation  are  entirely  in  reference  to  the  powers  of 
Cow-Pox,  but  there  is  no  mention  either  direftly,  or 
by  implication,  of  Vaccine  Inoculation.  Then  follow 
the  paffages  concerning  the  Inoculation  of  Mrs. 
Scammel  and  Mrs.  Bracher,  which,  conne&ed  with 
the  former  context,  I affirm  to  apply  with  more  fair- 
nefs  of  conftruffion  to  the  Inoculation  of  Small-Pox 
after  Cow-Pox,  than  to  Vaccine  Inoculation. 

This  interpretation  is  confirmed  by  a fubfequent 
part  of  the  paper.  The  author  (Mr.  Nafli)  ob- 
ferves,  u My  principal  intention  in  publifhing  being 
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to  recommend  to  the  world  a method  of  Inoculation 
that  is  far  fuperior  in  my  opinion.”  It  is  certainly 

to  be  collected  from  this  fentence,  that  Mr.  Nafli 

% 

might  intend  to  propofe,  and  to  excite  the  public  atten- 
tion to,  the  Inoculation  of  Cow-Pox  ; and  this  is  the 
utmofl  degree  of  latitude  which  can  be  afforded  to 
his  meaning.  Is  it  credible,  that  if  Mr.  Nafli  ever 
performed  a Angle  Vaccine  Inoculation,  and  vras  con- 
vinced of  its  fuccefsful  refult,  he  woulcl  fail  to  record 
it  in  the  mod  pofitive  and  unequivocal  terms,  when 
he  was  committing  to  writing  his  experience  and  his 
dedu&ions  on  this  fubjefl.  Of  the  accuracy  of  Mr. 
Nafli* s knowledge,  and  his  feleftion  of  language  for 
the  defcription  of  morbid  a£lions,  an  eftimate  may 
be  formed  from  this  paflage,  (Examination,  page 
27)  “ When  thofe  who  have  had  the  Cow-Pox, 
are  inoculated,*  the  arms  inflame,  but  never,  or  at 
leaft  feldom,  form  an  abfcefs,  but  fome  hard  tumour 
in  the  muscular  flesh.”  Every  anatomift  and  patho- 
logiffc  knows  that  no  abfcefs  is  formed  in  Inoculation, 
except  rarely  in  contiguous  lymphatic  glands;  and 
it  is  equally  well  known  that  the  muscular  flesh  is 
not  the  feat  of  the  tumour,  as  the  trifling  hardnefs 
which  occaflonally  occurs,  is  denominated  by  Mr.  N. 

The  evidence  of  Mr.  Thomas  Nafli,  foil  to  the 
pentleman  above  alluded  to,  was  taken  before  the 

O 


* Mr.  Nafh  here  ufes  the  term  inoculated , without  telling  us  with 
what  fluid,  in  the  fame  vague  manner  in  which  he  before  employs  it. 
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Committee,  for  the  purpofe  of  elucidating  the  iffuc 
of  the  experiments  of  his  late  father,  as  well  as  for 
inveltigating  the  fource  of  a rumour,  that  Dr.  Jenner 
had  been  acquainted  with  Mr.  Nalh,  fen.  As  the 
report  of  the  Committee  on  this  head,  is  lefs  parti- 
cular than  their  minutes,  I will  infert  a copy  of  Mr. 
Thomas  Naha’s  evidence,  as  taken  from  the  latter: 

April  26th,  1802. 

Mr.  Thomas  Nash  called  in  and  examined. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  underhand  you  were  ino- 
culated by  your  father  with  Vaccine  matter? 

A?iswer.  Not  for  certainty.  I have  heard  my 
mother  fay,  that  at  the  time  of  my  inoculation  my 
father  was  greatly  taken  up  in  the  hudy  of  Cow-Pox, 
and  made  many  experiments,  but  of  what  nature 
fhe  did  not  know. 

Did  you  ever  hear  her  fpeak  of  any  perfons 
whom  hie  knew  to  have  been  inoculated  with  Vac- 
cine matter? 

A.  Certainly  not : his  experiments  were  kept  fe- 
cret  from  her. 

Q.  Have  you  any  reafon  to  think  that  Dr.  Jenner 
was  acquainted  with  the  author  of  thefe  papers? 

A.  I never  heard  that  he  was  till  this  morning, 
and  then  from  rumour. 

Who  gave  you  this  intelligence? 

A.  I heard  it  from  Mr.  Robert  Keate. 
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Mr.  R-  Keate  again  called  in ' and  examined. 

J9.  Have  you  any  reafon  to  think  that  Dr.  Jenner 
was  acquainted  with  the  author  of  thefe  papers? 

A.  I heard  from  Mr.  Battiscombe  yefterday,  that 
he  believed  he  had  heard  Mr.  Nalh  and  his  filler 
mention  the  name  of  Dr.  Jenner;  but  was  not  at  all 
certain  that  it  was  this  Dr.  Jenner,  who  now  applies 
to  Parliament. 

Such  are  the  documents,  and  fuch  are  the  fafls, 
on  which  Dr.  Pearfon  has  the  hardihood  to  affert, 
that  Mr.  Naffi  was  an  experienced  Vaccine  Inocidatcr. 
(Examination,  Appendix,  p.  183.) — “ Ab  uno  disce 
cmnes ” may  hence,  without  a violation  of  candour, 
be  applied  as  a chara&eriltic  motto  to  fimilar  affirm- 
ations. On  prefumptions  and  infinuations  of  con- 
nected origin  was  founded  a report,  that  Mr.  Thos. 
Naffi  had  been  inoculated  with  Cow-Pox  by  his 
father,  and  that  Dr.  Jenner  had  known  Mr.  Naffi. 
The  evidence  of  the  parties  who  were  well-difpofed, 
if  practicable,  to  have  confirmed  fuch  opinions,  is  a 
fufficient  expofition  of  their  truth,  liberality,  and 
eonfiltency. 

It  is  not  from  the  fenfe  of  any  neceffity  for  dis- 
proving the  exiftence  of  Vaccine  Inoculations  ante- 
rior to  Dr.  Jenner’s,  that  I have  commented  thus  on 
the  very  barren  evidence  fcraped  together  by  Dr. 
P.  to  exhibit  them.  I have  deemed  it  only  elfential 
to  expofe  their  force  and  adequacy  in  the  light 
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wherein  they  feera  to  me  to  be  placed.  To  what 
end  they  are  fo  indudrioufly  edited  by  Dr.  Pearfon, 
is  not  explained  by  hiinfcif,  even  by  all  the  labour 
he  has  employed.  The  object  and  intention  of  the 
whole  of  a work  is  not  to  be  infetred  from  a detached 
part,  but  from  its  general  fpirit.  Here,  I believe, 
we  fhall  be  at  no  lofs  to  divine  the  motives  of  Dr. 
P.  in  fo  grofsly  exaggerating  the  force  of  thefe  evi- 
dences, and  particularly  of  Mr.  Nafh’s,  fo  as  to 
term  him  an  experienced  Vaccine  Inoculator.  A more 
unfriendly  office  could  hardly  have  been  exercifed  by 
their  editor  towards  thefe  Vaccine  Inoculators,  than 
to  drag  them  from  their  obfcurity.  In  what  moral 
eflimation,  let  me  afk,  do  their  pretenfions  hand, 
When  placed  in  the  fame  fpace  with  Dr.  Jenner? 
Thefe  men,  feveral  of  them  medical , have  been  for 
years  in  poffeffion,  according  to  their  own  teflimony, 
of  an  antidote  to  one  of  the  moft  baneful  of  human 
evils.  With  long  continued  convi&ion  of  the 
powers  of  the  one,  and  the  deftru&ive  malignity  of 
that  to  which  it  forms  a fure  relief,  they  have  locked 
up  the  valuable  fecret  in  their  breads.  At  what  time 
do  they  offer  it  to  the  public  ear?  Is  it  from  the 
philanthropic  view  of  meliorating  the  condition  of 
mankind  by  imparting  it;  or  have  they  exercifed 
time,  talent,  or  labour,  in  perfe&ing  it,  with  the  in- 
tention of  future  difcovery?  We  perceive  no  trace 
of  fuch  conduct,  or  fuch  defign,  in  their  communi- 
cations; and  it  is  fclf-evident  that  they  would  never 
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have  given  their  opinions  to  mankind,  had  not  an  oc* 
cafion  occurred  of  contefting  the  deferts  of  fuperior 
genius,  induftry,  and  public  fpirit.  I do  not  think 
the  vocabulary  rich  enough  in  appropriate  terms  for 
the  expofition  of  filch  demerit.  It  is  the  profounded, 
and  mod  infenfate  indolence,  aggrevated  by  the  ad- 
mixture of  invidious  feeling. 

The  experiments  of  Dr.  Jenner  bear  internal  evi- 
dence of  originality  and  unity  of  defign.  They  have 
taught  us,  in  conjunction' with  his  fucceeding  obferva- 
tlons,  all  which  we  at  prefent  know.  Much  better 
had  it  been  for  the  interefts  of  the  caufe,  had  the 
fucceeding  experimenters,  who  have  formed  a com- 
petition with  Dr.  Jenner,  adhered  to  his  authority. 
I fay  this,  and  I will  undertake  to  eftablifh  it.  They 
have  arrogated  to  themfelves  the  character  of  aux- 
iliaries in  a caufe  which  their  fervice  had  nearly 
fubverted. 

Dr.  Pearfon  depreciates  the  value  of  Dr.  Jenner’s 
conclufions  from  the  fmall,  but  authenticated  num- 
ber of  his  inoculations.  Some  loofe  fuggeftions, 
without  a single  case,  arc  fufficient,  in  Dr.  P.’s  mind, 
to  entitle  Mr.  Nadi  to  the  name  of  an  experienced 
Vaccine  Inoculator.  The  enquiry  is,  whether  Dr. 
Jenner’s  firft  experiments  were  fufficiently  detailed, 
and  deferving  of  credit  to  produce  a repetition?  I 
affirm,  and  will  endeavour  to  prove,  that  on  thefc 
experiments  the  mod  perfect  and  extensive  practices 
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have  been  founded.  On  what  an  inconteflible  balls 
of  originality  and  accuracy  do  they  hand ; and  what  a 
hriking  relief  do  they  form  to  the  fucceeding  ones  of 
Drs.  Pearfon  and  Woodville.  1 will  leave  to  the 
leaft  critical  of  obfervers  to  decree  the  palm  of  pa- 
thological fltill.  From  thefe  few  experiments  Dr.  Jen- 
ner  drew  inferences,  which  time  and  experience  have 
evinced  to  be  faithfully  correfh  Mark  the  diffe- 
rence: From  hundreds  of  experiments  Drs.  Pearfon 
and  Woodville  atcliieved  nothing  but  error,  and 
were  at  lah  corre&ed  by  Dr.  Jenner  himfelf.  I will 
confirm  my  affertions  by  a few  extracts.  Dr.  Jenner 
defcribes  the  fymptoms  to  have  been  very  flight  in 
his  cafes  of  inoculated  Vaccina.*  In  a circular  let- 
ter, dated  March  12th,  1799,  Dr.  Pearfon  fays,  that 
in  160  patients,  inoculated  by  him  and  Dr.  Wood- 
ville, “ the  whole  amount  of  conhitutional  illnefs 
feemed  to  be  as  great  as  in  the  fame  number  of  pa- 
tients in  inoculated  Small-Pox.” — Dr.  Jenner,  in  his 
cafes,  defcribes  no  eruptions,  and  fays,  “ I have 
never  known  fatal  effects  from  the  Cow-Pox,  even 
when  impreffed  in  the  moft  unfavourable  manner.” 
In  the  firft  600  perfons,  inoculated  by  Dr.  Wood- 
ville, one  died,  and  a large  majority  had  puflules, 
of  which  I will  give' a flatement  from  the  Report 
publifhed  in  May  1799. 


* See  Jenner’s  Enquiry. 
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Of  302  who  had  Eruptions,  90  had  100  Puftules. 
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In  a communication  inferted  in 

the  Philofophical 

Magazine, 

dated  Auguft 

[799,  it 

appears,  that  Dr. 

Pearfon  had  not  yet  arrived  at  the  knowledge  of  pure 
Vaccina,  but  that  Dr.  Woodville  and  himfelf  hill 
cherifhed  the  bastard  progeny , which  they  had  be- 
gotten, as  a legitimate  succession.  Speaking  of  a con- 
fiderable  number  of  additional  inoculations,  he  fays, 
<c  The  whole  amount  of  the  conftitutional  illnefs 
was  not  one  half  of  the  whole  amount  in  an  equal 
number  of  patients  inoculated  with  the  Small-Pox 
and  he  attributes  this  mitigation  to  the  different  ftate 
of  the  human  conllitution  in  the  fummer,  from  that  of 
the  winter.  Dr.  Pearfon  is  equally  at  fault  in  the  en- 
deavour to  account  for  the  caufe  of  the  eruptions ; he 
obferves,  “ No  explanation  hitherto  given  confifts 
with  the  obfervations  relative  to  thefe  eruptive 
cafes  j”  and  “ they  have  occurred  much  lefs  fre- 

c 
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quently  this  fummer  than  in  the  Spring  and  wintti 
preceding.”  Let  us  look  a little  further  after  Dr. 
Pearfon’s  felf-corre&ion  of  opinion.  So  late  as  Fe- 
bruary 1800,  in  a letter  to  the  Editor  of  the  Medi- 
cal and  Phyfical  Journal,  we  find  him  labouring,  with 
mifplaced  effort,  to  account  for  the  exigence  of  erup- 
tions, and  dill  afferting  their  pathognomonic  con- 
nexion with  Vaccina.  Such  an  aggregate  of  hypo- 
thetical and  practical  erroneousnefs,  and  fo  unlucky 
an  exertion  of  pathological  ingenuity,  is  certainly  no 
common  refult  of  acute  or  affiduous  enquiry;  and  I 
know  not  how  they  could  be  placed  in  fo  dark  a 
fliade  as  in  the  fame  fpace  with  the  fimple  and  lumi- 
nous obfervations  of  Dr.  Jenner.  This  account  is 
equally  decifive  in  proving,  by  the  opinions  of  the 
author  himfelf,  that  the  Vaccina  was  abfolutely  de- 
teriorated in  the  public  opinion  by  the  iffue  of  his 
mifconducted  experiments,  i.  e.  ct  convincing  evi- 
dences.” We  will  adduce  the  neceffary  quotations 
from  this  communication.  “ The  unexpected  ap- 
pearance of  eruptions  has  inclined  many  persons  to  be 
of  opinion , that  no  beneficial  consequences  can  be  pro- 
duced from  this  practice” 

“ The  genuine  Vaccine  poifon  does  occafionally 
produce  a certain  variety  of  the  Cow-Pock,  charac- 
terifed  by  the  appearance  of  puftules  like  thofe  of  the 
Variola.”  Dr.  Pearfon  then  details  his  inoculation 
. of  a child,  with  what  he  terms  Vaccine  poison ; that  a 
few  eruptions  broke  out  on  the  fecond  day,  “ but  not 
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at  all  like  the  Small-Pox;”  matter  was  carried  from 
this  child  to  Brighthelmftone,  and  from  thence  to 
Petvvorth,  where  feveral  patients  were  inoculated, 
and  all  had  eruptions.  With  thefe  occurrences 
flaring  him  in  the  face.  Dr.  Pearfon  makes  the  fol- 
lowing conclufions,  in  the  full  convi&ion,  and  in 
the  mod  direft  line  of  inference,  that  the  eruptions 
were  Vaccine:  — 

That44  the  Vaccine  poifon  produces  a difeafe  re- 
sembling Small-Pox.  That  the  matter  of  fuch  erup- 
tive cafes,”  (dill  conceiving  them  to  be  Vaccine) 

44  produces  univerfally,  or  at  lead  generally,  fimilar 
eruptive  cafes.”  Dr.  Pearfon  then  exhibits  the  pro- 
found difficulties  into  which  he  is  led,  in  theorifing 
on  this  fubjeft,  by  faying  44  Whether  the  Vaccine 
poifon,  wffien  it  produces  thefe  cafes  refembling  the 
Small  Pox,  becomes,  by  compofition  or  decompofi- 
tion,  Variolous  matter,  is  not  determined;”  and  he 
endeavours  to  illudrate  his  fuppofition  by  a chemical 
fimile  between  the  effe&s  of  Magnefia  and  Sulphate 
of  Magnefia.  Speaking  then  of  the  comparative 
utility  of  Vaccina  and  Small-Pox,  he  fays,  44  I ap- 
prehend the  value,”  that  is  of  Vaccina,  44  is  thereby 
depreciated,  but  not  to  such  a degree  as  to  create  any 
reafonable  apprehenfion  of  the  failure  of  the  Vaccine 
Inoculation  in  fuperceding,  and  finally  extinguifhing, 
the  Small-Pox.”  Dr.  P.  is,  however,  not  merely  fa- 
tisfied,  like  the  partial  father  of  a peculiar  offspring,  ' 
in  aferibing  to  it  its  common  portion  of  family  fimili- 
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tude,  but  he  even  deems  it  neceflary  to  add,  “ Thefc 
eruptive  cafes,  as  far  as  I have  obferved,  are  not 
more  fevere  than  the  ordinary  kinds  of  inoculated 
Small-Pox.”  How  flattering,  hew  correft,  and  how 
tempting  a portrait  of  the  characters  of  the  Vaccina! 

In  the  very  fame  Medical  and  Phyfical  Journal 
is  recorded  a letter  of  Dr.  Jenner’s  on  the  fub- 
ject.  From  this  it  is  neceiTary  to  fele&  but  a Angle 
fentence.  Dr.  Jenner  fays,  “ Where  Variolous  Puf- 
tules  have  occurred,  I believe  Variolous  Matter  to 
have  occafioned  them;  and  the  many  obfeure  wavs 
by  which  it  may  affe£t  the  fydem,  mult  be  too  ob- 
vious to  require  explanation.”  The  letter  and  the 
fpirit  of  this  palfage  is  equally  verified,  and  its  ac- 
curate fagacity  demonfirated,  by  fucceeding  events. 
I will  challenge  Dr.  Pearfon  and  Dr.  Woodvillc  to 
affirm,  at  this  period,  that  the  eruptions  thus  de- 
pidled  were  any  part  of  pure  Vaccina.  Will  they 
aver,  that  the  feverity  of  conditutional  affe&ion,  and 
its  concomitants,  were  not  equally  the  produdls  of 
Variolous  contamination;  or  will  they  deny  that  Dr. 
Jenner,  with  consistent  penetration , perceived  their 
fource  ? Has  not  Dr.  Woodville  candidly  admitted, 
that  the  Variolous  atmofphere  of  the  Small-Pox  Hof- 
pital,  (the  lad  apd  word  of  all  theatres  which  could 
have  been  feleCted  for  this  exhibition)  was  the  gene- 
rative fource  of  them?  Or  if  Dr.  P.  fhould,  at  this 
moment,  cleave  to  his  former  opinions,  will  he  find 
in  F.qrope  a Vaccine  lnoculator  who  will  fupporthim? 
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The  ftrefs  which  I lay  on  Dr.  Pearfon’s  admiffion 
of  thefe  fatts,  is  of  the  firft  and  higheft  importance. 
If  they  are,  as  I affirm,  truly  and  entirely  incontro- 
vertible, the  inferences  are  certain,  viz. 

That  nearly  two  years  after  the  publication  of  that 
beautiful  and  ingenious  fpecimen  of  pathological 
reafoning,  Dr.  Jenner’s  Enquiry,  Dr.  Pearfon  was 
not  only  uninformed  of  the  pure  and  perfeft  phoe- 
nomena  of  Vaccina  there  defcribed,  but  that  he  was 
plunging  deeper  and  deeper  into  error. 

That  Dr.  Pearfon  had  propagated  a painful  and  ha- 
zardous difeafe,  in  its  name  and  chara&er,  by  which 
the  value  of  the  Vaccina,  in  his  own  language,  “ was 
depreciated,”  and  concerning  which  he  only  allows 
a doubtful  fuperiority  over  Small-Pox. 

Without  expecting  from  human  nature  too  ex- 
traordinary an  exercife  of  candour,  I ffiould  have 
entertained  hopes,  that  Dr.  Pearfon  would  at  this 
time  have  difplayed  a conduft  diametrically  the  re- 
verfe  of  that  which  I have  taken  on  myfelf  the  bu- 
fmefs  of  criticifing.  To  wade  through  the  mazes  of 
inconfiltency,  and  to  fpeak  with  due  defert  of  the 
moft  ignoble  conduft,  is  no  pleafing  occupation ; 
but  in  the  minds  of  thofe,  to  whom  this  inveftip-ation 
is  of  almoft  matchlefs  intereft,  it  becomes  a duty,  and 
.it  is  one  in  the  execution  of  which,  whatever  are 
my  powers,  I cannot  be  fparing.  With  the  fa&s 
which  I have  defcribed  on  record,  I afk,  is  there  a 
confiftency  allied  to  fhame  which  can  fpeak  of  “ la- 


[ 22  ] 


bou'r,  expenditure  of  time,  and  other  facrifices,  in 
introducing  or  maintaining  the  Vaccine  Inocula- 
tion or  which  on  fuch  co-operation  can  arrogate  a 
claim,  not  merely  to  a divifion  of  honour,  but  to  a 
Superior  {hare  of  effective  merit  and  utility,  exem- 
plified in  the  disfiguring  and  deforming  the  fubject  of 
its  boafted  protection  and  folicitude. 

Such  is  the  view  in  which  Dr.  Pearfon’s  opinions 
and  conduCt  appear  in  1800.  It  might  have  been 
expeCted  that  the  difavowal  of  them,  after  fo  labo- 
rious a defence,  would  at  any  time  have  been  con- 
veyed in  the  manner  of  direct  and  honor  able  re- 
cantation. But  what  do  we  find  concerning  this  felf- 
fame  tranfaftion  in  the  publication  of  Dr.  P.  juft 
ififued.  Without  even  a femblance  of  apology  for 
part  error,  or  the  pains  of  even  a plaufible  reafou 
for  the  dereliction  of  former  opinions,  we  find  Dr. 
P.  in  his  pamphlet  of  1802,  confeffing  broadly,  that 
the  eruptions,  formerly  infifted  on  by  himfelf  to  be 
Vaccine,  were  really  Variolous.  It  is  curious  that 
this  very  radical  and  important  conceflion  is  intro- 
duced by  a fide  wind.  We  will  extract  the  paflage 
irom  Dr.  P.’s  “ Examination.” 

<c  I was  indeed  difturbed,  for  a fhort  time,  by  the 
frefh  occurrence,  in  the  courfe  of  the  winter  of  1799? 
of  the  eruptive  cafes  which  happened  at  Bright- 
helmftone,  from  matter  taken  out  of  the  distitift  Vac- 
cine Pock,  of  one  of  my  patients. 
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“ This  occurrence  was  in  an  early  period  of  the 
Vaccine  practice,  when  thofe  who  firft  inoculated  for 
the  Cow-Pock,  did  not  know  the  characteristic  symp- 
toms of  the  eruption  from  experience."'  Let  me  paufe 
to  enquire,  why  they  did  not  know  it  ? Dr.  P.  or 
any  other  inoculator,  at  this  tera,  is  bereft  of  all  ex- 
cufe  for  ignorance,  after  it  had  been  mentioned  by 
Dr.  Jenner,  in  his  Enquiry,  in  the  moll  unequivocal 
terms,  and  afterwards  infilled  on  by  him  in  different 
public  and  private  communications,  that  eruptions 
formed  no  part  of  pure  Vaccina.  Inltead  of  pro- 
fiting by  this  information,  we  find  Dr.  P,  in  Fe- 
bruary 1800,  exhibiting  a vain  difplay  of  reafoning, 
to  prove,  that  the  Vaccina  was  little  better  than  Va- 
riola. Dr.  P.  difdains  to  accept  the  knowledge  dif- 
penfed  by  Dr.  J.  and  now  affails  him  for  not  having 
promulgated  more.  A fingular  effect  of  inconfift- 
ency,  and  obliquity  of  view!  Dr.  P.  continues— *■ 

“ Unfortunately  matter  was  fent  from  the  Small- 
Pox  eruptions  to  Petworth  for  inoculation,  in  place 
of  Vaccine  matter,  and  there , of  course^  it  produced 
the  Small-Pox .” 

The  account  here  afforded  will  be  flill  better  illuf- 
trated  by  a letter  from  the  Rev.  Mr.  Ferryman  to 
Dr.  Jenner: — 

Petworth , June  14,  1800. 
cc  Dear  Sir, — Nothing  could  be  more  unfortu- 
nate than  the  introduffion  of  the  Cow-Pox  at  Pet- 
worth, nothing  more  happy  than  the  conclufion  of 
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the  bufinefs.  The  firft  matter,  which,  at  my  requcfl, 
you  were  fo  obliging  as  to  fend  to  Lord  Egremont, 
did  not  fucceed  in  communicating  the  difeafe.  A 
few  weeks  after,  fome  other  matter  was  fent  from 
Brighton,  the  flock  of  which  came  from  Dr.  Pearfon, 
of  Leicefler-Square,  London. 

“ Fourteen  patients  were  inoculated  with  this  mat- 
ter. It  excited  fuch  a fever,  and  fuch  a number  of 
eruptions,  that  I did  not  hefitate  to  fay  decidedly,  the 
difeafe  was  not  the  Cow-Pox,  but  the  Small-Pox. — 
As  foon  as  this  unlucky  bufinefs  was  got  rid  of,  fome 
Cow-Pox  matter  arrived  from  you,  but  among  the 
affrighted  inhabitants,  it  was  with  difficulty  that  Lord 
Egremont  could  find  one  willing  to  be  inoculated. 
At  lafl,  however,  his  Lordfhip  fucceeded,  the  matter 
took  effeft,  and  in  the  courfe  of  a few  months  be- 
tween 4 and  500  were  inoculated,  without  a fingle 
cafe,  of  puflules,  of  danger,  of  difficulty,  or  alarm.” 

I will  refl  on  thefe  fa£ls,  in  the  confident  convict- 
ion, that  no  reader  of  common  intelligence  will  mif- 
take  their  application.  They  afford  a means  perfectly 
adequate  to  judge  of  the  beneficial  agency  of  Dr.  P. 
at  this  epoch  of  Vaccine  Inoculation.  They  are 
events  which  would  not  have  been  revived,  from 
their  fortunate  oblivion,  for  the  mere  fake  of  impu- 
ting error ; but  on  the  ground  of  thefe  very  pro- 
ceedings, (would  I could  only  fay  nugatory)  and  of 
the  period  of  the  introdu&ion  of  the  Vaccina  into 
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London,  a monftrous  and  invidious  pretenfion  has 
been  raifed.  It  is  that,  which  if  admitted,  would  re- 
duce to  infignificance  the  deferts  of  the  difcoverer, 
and  would  place  laurels  on  the  brow  of  Dr.  Pearfon 
for  a fervice,  in  which  I can  trace  nothing  but  unfuc- 
cefsful  and  prefumptive  competition. 

The  protefts  againft  Dr.  Jenner,  and  the  confe- 
quent  requifitions  in  his  own  favour,  are  thus  col- 
lectively dated  by  Dr.  Pearfon,  page  159  : — 

“ That  the  faCts  communicated  to  the  public,  by 
the  petitioner  (Dr.  J.)  in  June  1798,  would  not 
have  been  alone  fufficient  to  inftruCt  or  teach  the 
practice  of  Vaccine  Inoculation.” 

“ The  convincing  evidences , with  a good  part  of 
the  medical  public,  were  obtained  by  other  practi- 
tioners fubfequently  in  1798  and  1799.” 

“ Suppofing  other  practitioners  had  not  dirred  to 
inveftigate  the  fubjeCt,  what  would  be  the  probable 
date  of  it  at  the  prefent  time?”  page  161. 

The  two  fird  pofitions,  and  the  concluding  query, 
certainly  demand  a feparate,  and  in  my  opinion,  may 
receive  a facile  reply.  The  fird  I totally  and  direCtly 
refufe  aflent  to  ; and  I will  alfo  add,  that  I efteem  it 
to  be  one  of  the  mod  unfupported  adertions,  which 
ever  was  fported  upon  public  credulity.  I affirm  ge- 
nerally, that  Dr.  Jenner’s  Enquiry  did  contain  all 
that  was  fufficient  for  the  fuccefsful  and  correct 
practice  of  Vaccine  Inoculation;  and  that  it  had  not 
snly  the  pofitive  merit  of  including  nearly  all  that 
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was  relevant  and  effential,  but  the  equally  important 
negative  excellence  of  containing  nothing  that  was 
erroneous.  My  reafons  for  fo  thinking  are  drawn 
from  facts  acceffible  to  every  one.  Dr.  Jenner,  in  his 
Enquiry,  has  given  us,  with  faithful  accuracy,  the 
Conftitutional  diagnoses  of  Vaccina.  His  account 
of  fyrnptoms  is  minutely  correct,  and  coincide  pre- 
cifely  with  their  actual  exiftence,  when  they  appear  at 
all.  He  has  told  us  there  are  no  eruptions  in  Vaccina , 
and  that  the  difeafe  is  not  communicable  by  effluvia. 
Are  not  tliefe  accurately  defined  and  important  dif- 
tin&ions,  and  will  Dr.  P.  venture  to  impeach  their 
fidelity?  Dr.  J.  furnifhed  us  with  delineations  of 
the  local  difeafe,  not,  indeed,  in  all  its  progreffive 
ftages,  but  in  more  than  one  flate  of  duration,  as 
may  be  proved  by  referring  to  the  recent  puflules  of 
natural  Cow-Pox,  on  the  fingers  of  the  hand  in  plate 
I.  and  by  comparing  plates  III.  and  IV.  in  which  a 
difference  of  period  and  appearance  is  perceptible. 
Dr.  J.  alfo  tells  us,  that  the  fluid  of  the  puftule  is 
limpid,  and  that  cc  the  efflorefcence,  fpreading  round 
the  incifions,  had  more  of  an  eryfipelatous  look,  than 
when  variolous  matter  has  been  made  ufe  of  in  the 
fame  manner.”  With  refpeft  to  Dr.  Jenner’ s plates, 
I may  certainly  fay,  that  both  the  pathologifi:  and  the 
engraver  will  admit,  that  better  reprefentations  have 
never  occurred,  and  that  they  are  incomparably  more 
excellent  than  the  last  of  Dr.  P.’s. 


Dr.  Pearfon  cavils  with  feverity  at  Dr.  Jenner’s 
comparifon  between  the  afpeft  of  the  local  Vario- 
lous and  Vaccine  difeafcs.  His  critcifms  direftly  in- 
flnuate,  and  are  framed  to  convey  a meaning,  that 
Dr.  Jenner  had  inferred,  the  difeafes  were  of  iden- 
tical appearance.  I think  that  there  is  a generic  flmi- 
larity  diffident  to  vindicate  Dr.  Jenner’s  comparifon, 
which  is  by  no  means  a drift  one.  He  fays,  “ Al- 
most the  only  variation  which  follows,  confills  in  the 
pudulous  fluids  continuing  limpid  nearly  to  the  time 
of  its  total  difappearance.”  The  term  almost , to 
candid  interpretation,  is  inclufive  of  other  differences* 
and  the  diftinftion  between  limpid  and  purulent  fluid 
is  incomparably  one  of  the  moll  effential  of  the  local 
charafteriflics.  But  what  was  Dr.  J.’s  extent  of 
probable  intention  at  this  time.  One  queftion  is  as 
dated  by  Dr.  P.  Were  thefe  fafts  diffident  to  teach 
the  praftice  of  Vaccine  Inoculation?  I affirm,  they 
were  completely  and  adequately  fo;  and  that  nume- 
rous inoculations,  with  uniformity  of  fuccefsful  re- 
fult,  were  actually  made  on  their  plan,  whild  the 
affefted  improvements  and  boaded  praftices  of  Dr. 
P.  were  overwhelming  the  caufe  with  blunder  and 
difgrace! 

In  aflerting  the  fufficicncy  of  Dr.  J.’s  experiments, 
in  order  to  their  fuccefsful  and  certain  repetition,  I 
do  not  wifh  to  infer,  that  nothing  could  poffibly  be 
added.  It  were  to  afcribe  to  any  individual,  how- 
ever pre-eminent  his  powers,  fomething  exceeding 
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the  moft  fortunate  difpenfation  of  human  talent,  to 
fay,  that  he  anticipated  all  fucceediug  capacity.  I 
confider  myfelf  to  have  proved,  that  Ur.  Jenner’s 
communications  were  ample,  original,  and  efficient. 
That  the  firfb  cultivation  of  this  neglected  foil,  and 
its  increafed  fertility,  have  been  equally  the  refult  of 
his  perfevering  talents ; and  that  his  soi-disant  fup- 
porters,  fo  far  from  contributing  an  iota  of  value, 
did,  at  one  period,  abfolutely  retard  the  fuccefsful 
march  of  his  opinions.  In  confirmation  of  this,  I 
have  quoted  Dr.  P.’s  acknowledgements.  The  ad- 
ditions which  Dr.  P.  made  to  Dr.  J.’s  fund  of  infor- 
mation, lliould  have  been  of  the  highefl:  import,  to 
have  conftituted  even  a balance  to  the  drawbacks  he 
has  created.  And  what  are  thefe  afferted  contri- 
butions? In  Dr.  P.’s  ftatement,  they  are  the  more 
accurate  delineation  of  the  characters  of  the  Vac- 
cine and  Variolous  puftules;  the  refutation  of  cer- 
tain opinions,  concerning  the  fufeeptibility  of  Vac- 
cina after  Small-Pox  j and  the  effective  diffemination 
of  Vaccine  Inoculation. 

Of  the  two  latter  claims  I (hall  hereafter  fpeak. 
The  firft  is  connected  with  my  difeuffion  of  the  pofi- 
tion  of  Dr.  P.’s,  which  conflitutes  the  prefent  divifion 
of  the  fubject.  I fliall  be  found  here  widely  diffen- 
ting  from  Dr.  P.’s  eftimate  of  his  auxiliary  aid.  He 
afferts  to  have  given  a nicer  defeription  of  the  char- 
raters  of  the  Vaccine  and  Variolous  Pufiules.  Let 
it  be  remembered,  that  it  is  not  the  abflracft  value 
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of  this  pretence  which  is  to  be  confidered,  but  the 
life  to  which  it  is  attempted  to  be  applied.  It  might 
be  granted  that  Dr.  P.  had  pointed  out  minute  dif- 
ferences, without  the  fmalleft  yielding  on  the  fide  of 
Dr.  J.  of  their  import  or  confideration,  in  the  ge- 
neral objeCt.  Dr.  Jenner  had  previoufly  defined  the 
principal  charafteriftic  local  appearances  with  per- 
fpicuity  and  correCtnefs  ; and  he  had  formed  thofe 
grand  conclufions  on  which  the  entire  principles 
and  practice  are  founded.  The  afliftant  who  fup- 
plies  with  fuel  the  boiler  of  a (team-engine,  or  he 
who  affords  a material  to  the  execution  of  the  de- 
figns  of  the  architect,  may  as  well  claim  the  parti- 
cipation of  mechanical  or  architectural  (kill,  as  the 
contributor  of  a trivial  addition  to  the  obfervations 
of  Dr.  J.  can  poifefs  to  a portion  of  his  fame'. 

In  lefs  than  a year  fucceeding  his  firft  publication. 
Dr.  Jenner  gave  to  the  public  his  “ Further  Obfer- 
vations;” and  in  thefe  he  fupplies  the  fingle  defici- 
ency (as  it  refers  to  practice)  in  his  Enquiry,  by 
directing  practitioners  to  the  ufe  of  recent  Vaccine 
Virus ; and  he  fupports  his  opinion  by  analogy 
with  Variolous  matter.  Now  whether  this  analogy 
be  juft  in  equal  extent,  is  not  the  point  of  invefliga- 
tion  ; but  it  exemplifies  the  opinion  which  Dr.  J. 
has  conflantly  held,  on  the  necefhty  of  employing 
early  Virus.  Now  in  the  argument  on  this  quef- 
tion,  as  coupled  with  the  adequacy  of  Dr.  J.’s  firft 
inftruCtions,  Dr.  P.  is  certainly  in  a dilemma,  of 
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which  he  may  avail  himfelf  as  he  pleafes  of  either 
fide.  If,  as  Dr.  P.  in  coincidence  with  Dr.  Wood- 
ville  at  prefent  affirms,  the  period  of  taking  Vac- 
cine Virus  is  entirely  unimportant,  then  Dr.  Jenner’s 
firit  inftru&ions  could  not  be  defe&ive,  from  the 
omiffion  of  a rule  which  is  nugatory;  otherwife  Drs. 
P.  and  W.  are  in  error,  by  affirming,  that  Virus  of 
any  duration  is  equally  efficacious;  and  Dr.  J.  has 
fupplied  the  neceffary  knowledge.  I ffiall  hereafter 
endeavour  to  fhew,  that  the  latter  opinion  is  not 
only  founded  in  truth,  but  that  its  obfervance  con- 
flitutes  the  moft  momentous  rule  in  the  condutt  of 
Vaccine  Inoculation. 

Dr.  Pearfon’s  next  pofition  is,  “ The  convincing 
evidences , with  a good  part  of  the  medical  public, 
were  obtained  by  other  pra&itioners  in  1798-9.” 

I think  grave  difcuffion  much  more  appropriate 
to  fubjedts  of  philofophical  and  ferious  intereft  than 
levity  or  irony.  Yet  the  term  “ convincing  evi- 
dences,” is  calculated  almoft  irrefiftibly  to  provoke  a 
fportive  comment.  The  words  appear  extremely 
equivocal.  In  the  fenfe  which  Dr.  P.  undoubtedly 
annexes  to  them,  they  feem  to  me  fomewhat  of  a 
<c  Incus  a non  lucendo ,”  after  the  hi  Rory  we  have 
traced  of  the  proceedings  in  1799  and  1800.  If 
Dr.  P.  will  accept  my  interpretation  of  what  I deem 
the  due  import  of  thefe  convincing  evidences , we  ffiall 
be  no  longer  at  iffiie,  and  I will  allow  them  the  fulleft 
force.  To  myfelf  it  appears  moft  confpicuoufly. 
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diat  in  more  than  one  light  they  are  ec  convincing' 
evidences.”  They  had  nearly  convinced  thofe,  who 
looked  up  to  them  as  authority,  that  the  Vaccina  %uas 
an  unprofitable  commutation  for  Small-Pox  ; and  they 
are  very  convincing  of  the  empire  which  vanity  or 
felf-interefi:  may  hold  over  the  human  mind,  in  blind- 
ing its  judgment,  and  averting  its  decifions  from  the 
influence  of  candour  and  truth. 

It  would  be  fuperfluous  to  fay  more  on  the  fub- 
jecl  cyf  that  monftrous  creation,  the  Variola-Vaccina , 
or  of  its  birth,  propagation,  and  extin£!ion.  I have 
endeavoured  flightly  to  trace  the  effe&s  of  its  exifl. 
ence,  and  it  forms  the  largefl:  portion  of  the  tranf- 
a&ions  of  that  period,  during  which  Dr.  P.  fays, 
that  himfelf  and  others  fupported  the  tender  in- 
fancy of  that  babe,  which,  they  allure  us,  mull  other- 
wife  have  perilhed  unknown  and  immaturely. 

Another  claim  to  valuable  fervice  is  founded  by 
Dr.  P.  on  his  having  clearly  afcertained  the  effeft  of 
cafual  Cow-Pox  in  preventing  Small-Pox,  “ by  a 
large  body  of  moll  refpe&able  evidence;”  and  he 
adds,  “ this  fa£t  was  known,  long  before  Dr.  J.’s 
book  appeared,”  Examination,  p.  12.  Dr.  P.  is, 
I think,  a little  unneceflarily  eager  in  informing  us, 
that  Dr.  J.’s  annunciation  was  not  new;  but  he  does 
not  manifeA  the  fame  ready  alacrity  in  fpeaking  of 
the  fecondary  import  of  his  own  efforts.  Dr.  P.  in 
the  work  called  an  46  Enquiry,  & c.”  publiflaed  foon 
after  Dr  Jenner’s,  and  poflefling  a rather  suspicious 
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similarity  of  title,  certainly  gave  many  additional  in- 
stances of  the  powers  of  Cow-Pox.  But  do  thefc 
increafed  number  of  cafes  atted  the  faft  one  jot  more 
conclufively,  than  the  eleven,  minutely  recorded  by  Dr. 
Jenner,  exclufive  of  eight  reported  by  Mr.  H.  Jenner. 
Dr.  J.  was  at  this  time  adducing  only  a fufficient 
number  of  examples  to  illudrate  the  truth  of  a ge- 
nerally-received tradition.  Had  he  wifhed  to  accu- 
mulate evidence,  he  could  have  aseafily  done  it  as  Dr. 
P.  I cannot  conceive,  that  the  general  belief  of  the 
fact  could  have  been  facilitated  by  a body  of  cafes, 
ten  times  as  numerous  as  Dr.  P.’s.  Thofe  reported 
by  Dr.  Jenner  are  alfo  much  more  circumdantial ; 
and  however  proper  in  itfelfa  multiplication  of  proof 
may  have  been,  I repeat,  that  Dr.  J.’s  cafes  were 
completely  capable  of  exciting  belief;  and  that  he 
might,  with  drift  propriety,  have  exclaimed  to  Dr. 
P.  “nontali  auxilio,”  &c. 

Dr.  P.’s  query,  of  what  the  probable  date  of  Vac- 
cina would  be  at  the  prefent  time,  if  other  practi- 
tioners had  not  dirred  to  invedigate  it,  is  in  a 
great  meafure,  replied  to  by  the  considerations  which 
neccdarily  dow  from  the  fafts  I have  dated.  If  it 
dand  confeded  (and  this  T have  proved  to  be  the 
cafe  by  Dr.  P.  himfelf)  that  Vaccina  was  at  one 
time,  and  that  when  it  mod  required  collateral  iup- 
port,  difparaged  by  his  efforts  and  experiments,  it 
would  puzzle  the  profounded  cafuid  to  reconcile 
Dr.  P.’s  pretenfions,  Towards  the  formation  of  a 
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full  anfwer  to  the  query,  we  have  in  Tome  meafure 
feen  what  has  been  the  probable  fum  of  extenfion 
and  public  favour,  in  which  the  Vaccina  is  indebted 
to  Dr.  P. ; but  we  mull:  look  further  for*ti^at  has 
been  a&ually  effe&ed  by  Dr.  Jenner,  and  thofe 
who  profecuted  their  practices  by  his  lights  alone. 
We  may  alfo  reafonably  conje&ure  how  much  more 
might  have  been  effe&ed,  had  not  the  juft  and 
Ample  directions  of  the  difcoverer  been  thwarted 
and  obfcured  by  the  circumliances  I have  fo  fully 
dwelt  on. 

It  is  certainly  the  molt  decided  proof  of  the  ge- 
neral fenfe  entertained  concerning  the  complete  and 
ample  fufficiency  of  the  inltructions  afforded  by  Dr. 
Jenner,  that  the  whole  of  Europe,  as  well  as  all  the 
other  parts  of  the  globe  to  which  his  difcovery  has 
extended,  regard  him  as  the  foie  fource  and  origin 
of  information.  In  every  treatife  on  the  fubjeCI, 
which  has  appeared  in  foreign  parts,*  his  authority 


* Seethe  publications  on  Vaccina  by  Drs.  de  Carro,  and  Careno, 
of  Vienna ; by  Moreau,  of  Paris  ; and  Macdonald,  of  Hamburgh. 
I cannot  find  in  any  of  thefe,  who  regarded  the  firil  fources  of  in- 
formation concerning  Vaccina,  any  cognizance  of  Dr.  Pe^rfon’s 
authority.  The  pradlitioners  of  dillant  countries  are  not  likely  to 
partake  of  thofe  local  partialities  in  Dr.  Jenner’s  favour,  to  which. 
Dr.  Pearfon  would  infinuate,  all  his  reputation  is  owing.  Dr. 
Pearfon,  as  the  oftenlible  head  of  the  Vaccine-Pock  Inftitution,  has, 
no  doubt,  been  a channel  for  the  communication  of  Vaccine  matter. 
Would  that  he  had  even  executed  this  subsidiary  agency  with  fkill, 
with  fuccefs,  or  with  due  fidelity.  The  latter  virtue  would  have 
faved  himfelf  from  imputation,  and  the  caufe  from  injury.  In  the 
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is  alone  referred  to;  and  to  him  nearly  ail  communi- 
cations, either  to  acknowledge  the  magnitude  of  this 
irnprovejnent,  for  the  explanation  of  doubt,  or  the 

confirmation  of  fa&,  have  been  addrefifed.  An  in- 

0 

dividual  alone,  in  the  country  which  gave  it  birth, 
has  difputed  the  competency  of  Dr.  J.’s  information. 


expanfion  of  Variolous,  in  lieu  of  Vaccine  infection,  I conceive  Dr. 
Pearfon  to  have  been  equally  mifchievous  with  the  man  who  in- 
fers his  patients  with  fyphilis,  inftead  of  the  exhibition  of  its  an- 
tidote. Many  of  the  active  friends  of  Vaccina  may  lay  claim  to 
this  fervice  with  more  fortunate  effect  than  Dr.  P.  Amongft  the 
reft  I have  my  pretenfions,  having  printed  fome  hundred  copies  of 
Inftruffions  for  Vaccine  Inoculation,  and  circulated  them,  together 
With  fupplies  of  matter,  to  a great  number  of  furgeons  in  the  Weft 
of  England.  I have  alfo  been  extenfively  engaged  in  correfpon- 
dence  and  confultation  on  this  difeafe.  Connected  with  this  point, 
I muft  here  contradift  moft  direftly,  and  accufe  as  the  moft  ridi- 
culous boaft,  an  affertion  which  appears  in  the  form  of  a note  in  the 
Appendix  to  Dr.  Pearfon’s  Examination,  p.  47.  Here  we  are  told, 
that  “ the  Vaccine  matter,  which  firft  fucceeded  in  America  with 
Profeffor  Waterhoufe,  was  tranfmitted  from  England  in  a bottle 
with  a glafs  ftopper.  This  matter  was  furnifned  by  the  Inftitu- 
tion.”  I ftiould  really  not  have  ftooped  to  the  notice  of  a circum- 
ftance  which  I deem  as  trivial,  except  as  connected  with  Dr. 
P.’s  general  affumptions.  He  ufurps  fo  much,  that  I think  not  a 
particle  fiiould  be  allowed  which  is  not  his  due.  From  the  falfely- 
aflerted  fa<ft  of  having  tranfmitted  Vaccine  matter  to  America,  Dr. 
P.  feizes  an  occafion  of  panegyrifing  the  Vaccine-Pock  Inftitution. 

I would  a lie  no  better  fpecimen  of  his  accuracy.  It  ivas  from  my- 
self through  the  hands  of  Dr.  Haygarth,  that  the  matter  was  fent, 
■yvhich  firft  fucceeded  in  the  hands  of  Dr.  Waterhoufe,  and  from 
thence  was  conveyed  through  the  United  States  of  America.  I re- 
ceived on  this  occafion  the  acknowledgements  of  Dr.  Waterhoufe. 
In  this  part  of  the  hiftory  there  is  alfo  fome  matter,  which  ftrikes 
as  direftly  againft  Dr.  P.’s  doeftrines,  as  againft  his  accuracy.  The 
Vaccina  degenerated,  and  was  nearly  loft  in  America,  from  the  ufe 
pf  matter  taken  at  too  late  a period.  Dr.  Waterhoufe  referred  to 
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I might  quote  this  general  opinion,  in  contravention, 
of  Dr.  P.’s  “ convincing  evidences,”  and  hjs  hardy 
aflertions.  The  hiflorical  documents  in  my  mind 
fhew  incontrovertibly,  that  not  only  the  difcovery, 
but  the  fuccefsful  promulgation  of  the  pra&ice,  has 
emanated  from  Dr.  J. ; and  altho’  the  tafk  is  nearly 
that  of  fuperfluity  of  proof,  yet,  in  anfwering  the 
claims  of  Dr.  P.  I mult  employ  them. 

In  refpeft  to  that  diftinguiihed  furgeon  and  anato- 
mift  Mr.  Cline,  it  mud  firft  be  recorded  that  he  in- 
oculated, with  matter  fent  him  by  Dr.  Jenncr,  before 
Dr.  P.  or  any  perfon  in  London,  had  performed  a 
fingle  inoculation.  Mr.  Cline  gave  early  and  pub- 
lic teftimony  of  its  fuccefs  ; and  it  is  no  extravagant 
ftretch  of  conclufion,  that  Mr.  C.’s  experiment  mud 
have  been  of  fome  weight  in  the  fcale  of  public  opi- 
nion. Mr.  Cline’s  cafe  was  one  of  pure  and  re- 
gular Vaccina. 

Dr.  Jenner’s  <s  Further  Obfervations,”  publifhed 
in  1799,  and  his  “ Continuation  of  Fa&s  and  Ob- 
fervations,” publifhed  in  1800,  conta  n much  and 
original  matter,  concerning  natural  Cow-Pox,  its 
laws,  and  the  caufes  of  apparent  exception  to  its  or- 
dinary effe&s.  Thefe  alfo  include  accounts  of  the 

rayfelf,  and  I fent  him  Dr.  Jenner’s  opinion,  that  fuch  was  the  caufe. 
The  Vaccina  was  thereby  regenerated.  In  every  circumftance  of 
the  Trans-Atlantic  proceeding  Dr.P.  is,  in  his  opinions  and  in  his  al- 
fertions,  at  war  with  fact  and  with  corrednefs.  Dr.  Haygarth  is 
my  evidence  of  the  tranfmiffion  of  virus  to  America  through  his 
hands,  before  Dr.  Waterhoufe  had  been  otherwife  in  pofTeflion  of  it. 
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extenfion  and  fuccefsful  exercife  of  Vaccine  Inocu- 
lation by  Dr.  J.’s  friends  ; whilft  Dr.  J.  himfclf  is 
arduoufly  combating  the  impediments  which  Dr. 
Woodville’s  and  Dr.  Pearfon’s  experiments'  have 
produced  by  the  fabrication  of  an  eruptive  difeafe. 

Other  inftances  of  the  fuccefs  and  rapidity  with 
which  Dr.  Jenner’s  difeovery  has  been  expanded, 
independently  of  the  encumbering  fupport  of  Dr.  P. 
and  others,  may  be  feen  in  the  communications  with 
Dr.  Jenner  from  all  parts  of  the  habitable  globe;  in 
the  re-publication  of  his  treatifes  in  many  foreign  lan- 
guages ; and  in  the  reference  to  their  contents,  and 
thofe  alone,  by  all  foreign  authors.  They  are  more 
demonftrated  by  fome  of  the  evidences  to  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  of  which  it  may 
be  right  to  adduce  fome  extra&s. 

Dr.  Marfhall,  phyfician  extraordinary  to  the  King 
of  Naples,  began  to  inoculate  in  Glocefterfhire  in  the 
funmier  of  1799,*  having  received  inftruttions  from 
Dr.  Jenner.  He  inoculated  at  Gibraltar,  Minorca, 
Malta,  Sicily,  Rome,  Leghorn,  Genoa,  and  Naples. 
The  number  inoculated  under  his  direction  was  up- 
wards of  ten  thoufand. 

The  Rev.  G.  C.  Jenner  has  inoculated  three 
thoufand  perfons. 

Mr.  Taylor,  of  Wootton-Underedgc,  has  ino- 
culated one  thoufand  perfons. 


* 


See  Jenner’s  “ Further  Enquiries.” 
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Dr.  Thornton,  at  LordLonfdale’s,  1000  perfons. 

Mr.  John  Ring  has  inoculated  upwards  of  1200 
perfons. 

The  evidences  of  Drs.  Sir  W.  Farquhar,  Blanc, 
Sims,  Lettfom,  Baillie,  &c. ; and  of  Meflrs.  Cline, 
Griffiths,  Addington,  &c.  furgeons ; all  confider 
Dr.  Jenner  as  the  foie  author  of  Vaccine  Inocula- 
tion, and  its  confequent  adoption  and  extenfion.  By 
none  of  thefe  gentlemen  are  the  direct  or  collateral 
fervices  of  Dr.  Pearfon  once  named  or  hinted  at. 

I have  fo  far  adduced,  whether  fuccefsfully  or 
not  is  for  the  public  decifion,  the  reafons  and  the 
fa£ts  which  appear  to  me  irrefiflibly  to  contravene 
the  prerenfions  of  Dr.  P.  to  any  important  (hare  in 
the  fupport  of  the  beneficial  difcovery.  I would 
willing  flop  at  the  refutation  of  this  claim.  But  if 
my  conclufions  are  admitted,  it  mufl:  neceflarily  fol- 
low, that  Dr.  P’s  aflumptions  are  not  merely  ground- 
lefs,  but  that  if  his  ingenuity  had  been  directed  to 
the  perplexing  and  deteriorating  this  inveftigation, 
he  could  not  more  amply  have  fucceeded.  Again!! 
the  hiftory  which  has  been  delineated,  I wifli  the 
fubftance  of  Dr.  P.’s  claims  not  to  be  forgotten,  as 
they  were  detailed  in  his  evidence  before  the  Com- 
mittee, viz.  “ That  although  Dr.  Jenner  firft  fet  on 
foot  the  Vaccine  Inoculation,  it  was  eftabliflied  by 
the  extenfive  prattice  of  other  perfons,  to-wit,  Dr. 
Woodville  and  himfelf.”  I will,  with  the  moll  per- 
fect confidence,  abide  by  what  I conceive  mu!t  be 
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t-Iie  inevitable  judgment  concerning  this  arrogant 
pretenfion  in  the  minds  of  thofe  who  are  capable  of 
the  flighted:  examination. 

On  the  conduft  of  thofe  who  have  aimed  to  fap 
the  foundation,  or  to  blaft  the  products,  of  Dr.  Jen- 
ner’s  merit,  however  wide  might  be  the  field  which 
it  prefents  to  the  eye  of  the  moral  critic,  and  how- 
ever keen  the  indignation  which  it  excites,  I am  not 
difpofed  to  enlarge.  There  is  a groffnefs  in  fome 
fpecies  of  vice  which  renders  its  example  innocuous ; 
and  there  is  a palpable  injuflice  in  the  attacks  on 
Dr.  Jenner,  which  difarms  their  force.  It  is  of  in- 
calculably more  confequence  in  my  opinion,  to  en- 
deavour at  the  confutation  of  fome  pathological 
errors,  which,  in  conjunction  with  the  firfl  and  bell 
opinions  on  the  fubjeCt,  I affirm  to  be  mod  impor- 
tant and  detrimental. 

The  progrefs  of  moral  and  phyfical  error  is  feldom 
fiiigle,  and  thofe  who  have  fo  actively  undermined 
Dr.  J/s  claims  to  difcovery,  will  be  found  to  hav? 
afiailed  with  equal  perverfity  the  mod  effential  of 
his  opinions.  It  is  in  this  department  of  the  fubjeCt 
that  I principally  feel  a hope  of  correcting  pernicious 
mifreprefentation.  Great  as  is  the  infult  to  Dr. 
jenner’s  character,  it  is  trivial,  when  compared  with 
the  influence  of  falfe  doCtrines  on  this  very  inte- 
refting  practice.  Had  thefe  not  been  propagated,  I 
•fhould  have  felt  no  inducement  which  would  have 
led  to  the  execution  of  the  taik  I am  attempting. 
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Of  all  the  points  or  principles  in  the  practice  of 
Vaccine  Inoculation,  it  is  agreed  by  common  con- 
lent,  that  the  age  and  period  of  the  Virus  is  the 
molt  important.  I fay  it  is  agreed,  becaufe  it  is  a 
queflion,  which  on  all  fides  has  received  the  great- 
eft  notice  and  difculfion  of  any  particular  in  the  in- 
veftigation.  On  this  fa&  the  opinion  of  Dr.  Jenner 
has  been  uniform,  and  we  (hall  hereafter  fee  that  it 
is  fupported  by  refpecftable,  numerous,  and  uncon- 
nected authorities.  If  it  be  erroneous,  its  only  effect 
can  be  to  deprive  us  of  the  ejnploymcnt  of  Vaccine  Virus , 
when  it  might  anfwer  our  purpofe.  But  if,  on  the 
other  fuppofition,  Dr.  J.’s  idea  be  correct,  then  the 
opinion  of  Dr.  P.  as  feconded  by  Dr.  Woodville, 
leads  to  the  mojl  dangerous  and  defer  udive  confe- 
quences. 

I mud  here  date  the  contraded  and  diametrically 
oppofed  opinions  to  which  I refer.  Dr.  Jenner’s 
rule  is  to  employ  Vaccina  Virus  at  fome  period  be- 
tween die  5th  and  9th  day,  or  before  the  areola  is 
formed.  Dr.  Pearfon  and  Dr.  Woodville  infid  there 
is  no  difference  in  the  Vaccina  produced  by  Vaccine 
Virus,  taken  at  any  period  of  the  duration  of  the 
veficle,  provided  it  continues  limpid.  Dr.  P’s  opi- 
nion is  confeffedly  founded  on  that  of  Dr.  Wood- 
ville, from  whom  he  has  inferted  a letter  expreffive 
of  it.  In  this  Dr.  W.  fays,  “ I can  declare  that  I 
have  very  frequently  inoculated  with  Vaccine  Mat- 
ter, taken  on  the  8th,  9th,  10th,  and  nth  day  after 
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the  inoculation  ; and  though  I have  given  the  ut« 
mod  attention  to  the  effcdts  of  each,  I have  never 
been  able  to  difcover  any  difference.”  “ I could 
produce  feveral  inilances  in  which  the  matter,  taken 
fo  late  as  the  14th  day  after  the  inoculation,  has 
been  attended  with  equal  fuccefs  as  that  taken  at  any 
earlier  period.”  But  Dr.  W.  then  adds,  that  the 
Virus  which  this  late  (lage  of  the  pock  fumiffies,  is 
more  liable  to  fail  in  communicating  infection,  and 
that  its  effects  proceed  more  flowly.  The  very  ad- 
miffion  that  its \effects  proceed  more  Jlowly , in  a difeafe 
of  which  the  precife  and  regular  progrefs  is  the 
leading  charafteriftic  of  certainty,  and  which  is  thus 
allowed  by  an  advocate  of  the  ufe  of  late  Virus,  is 
fufficient  to  demonftrate,  that  fuch  Virus  is  ineffi- 
cient and  uncertain.  Dr.  P.  obferves,  ei  On  this 
point  I confider  the  mod;  fatisfadlory  and  clear  evi- 
dence to  be  the  regifter  of  the  Vaccine-Pock  Inlti- 
tution,  and  the  refult  of  Dr.  Woodville’s  pradfice 
at  the  Small-Pox  Hofpital.”  Vain  and  unwarrant- 
able affertion  ! The  pradlice  of  individuals  has  ex- 
ceeded manifold  that  of  thefe  boaftlingly  deferibed 
eftabliffiments.  Dr.  Marffiall’s  perfonal  experience 
has  more  than  doubled  numerically  the  inoculations 
of  both  thefe  inftitutions.  The  Rev.  G.  Jenner, 
Mr.  Ring,  of  London,  and  Mr.  Taylor,  of  Woot- 
ton-Underedge,  have  individually  performed  more 
inoculations  than  have  occurred  at  the  Vaccine-Pcck 
Inffitution.  Are  we  then  to  be  told,  that  it  is  to 
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thefe  authorities  we  are  to  bend  and  to  ftoop  for 
the  folution  of  our  difficulties,  and  that  we  are  to 
look  up  for  information  to  a fource  which  in  one 
material  indance  has  led  us  egregioufiy  aftray  ? I 
hope  Dr.  Pearfon  will  furniffi  us  with  morej  “ con- 
vincing evidences,”  before  he  requires  the  furren- 
der  of  our  powers  of  obfervation  to  the  polluted 
ffirine  of  his  authorities. 

In  the  general  denunciation  of  every  opinion 
which  concurs  with  Dr.  Jenner’s,  I find  myfelf 
honoured  with  Dr.Pearfon’s  fevered  ftri&ure — Note 
to  page  ia  i of  his  Examination.  At  his  imputation 
of  prejudice  or  perfcnal  intered,  I am  not  furprifed 
and  I may  perhaps  obferve  with  equal  truth,  that  I 
am  not  much  wounded.  Obfervers  of  human 
actions  have  affined,  that  we  are  mod  prone  to 
transfer  the  conlcious  motives  of  our  own  minds  to 
account  for  the  conduct  of  others.  I do  not  know 
an  example  which,  in  my  opinion,  more  clearly  illuf- 
trates  the  remark,  or  to  which  the  retort  of  the 
argument  may  be  more  clofely  applied,  than  to  Dr. 
P.’s  own.  In  Dr.  P.’s  observations  on  “ perfons 
without  preter.fions  from  a dudious  life,  and  who 
have  had  but  little  experience,”  I mud,  from  the 
general  context,  conceive  myfelf  to  be  included. 
On  the  value  of  experience,  it  is  hardly  ne- 
ceffitry  here  to  enter  into  a difeuffion.  It 
has  been,  from  time  immemorial,  the  balking- 
horfe  in  the  pretenfions  of  thofe  principally  t© 
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whorp  it  lias  been  of  the  fmallcfl:  utility.  It  has 
ferved  both  as  the  blind  covering  of  fuperannuated 
ignorance,  and  as  the  foie  diredfion  to  truth,  ac- 
cording as  it  has  been  accurately  or  erroneoufly 
underftood.  With  its  application  to  the  prcfent 
fnbjedf,  I have  alone  concern  ; and  my  experience 
may  not  here  be  fo  little  or  fo  unfruitful  as  Dr.  P. 
infinuates.  From  himfeif  the  comment  originates 
with-  peculiar  ill  grace,  to  whom  experience  was 
fo  unproductive  at  a certain  period  of  this  ihvefti- 
gation.  If  I am  compelled  defenfively  to  fpeak  of 
myfelf,  I fhall  merely  fay,  that  I have  inoculated 
many  hundreds,  and  have  infpecled  a far  greater 
number.  But  it  is  of  greater  moment  in  the  efli- 
mate  of  my  experience,  that  I do  not  hand  like  Dr. 
P.  convibled  of  fundamental  and  fyftematic  error. 

The  opinion  contained  in  the  letter  which  ha3 
drawn  thefe  comments  from  Dr.  P.  was  fent  from 
me  to  the  Medical  and  Phyfical  Journal,  for  October 
1801.  It  is  thus  exprefled,  that  Virus  at  a late; 
period  t{  is  capable  of  producing  morbid  and  pha- 
gadmnic  ulceration,  confiderable  eryfipelatous  inflam- 
mation, and  a train  of  effects  wholly  diffimilar  to 
thofe  of  pure  and  recently-formed  Virus.”  So  far 
is  either  experience,  or  the  prefumptuous  correction 
of  Dr.  P.  from  inducing  me  to  retract  an  iota  of  this 
opinion,  that  I am  more  confirmed  in  its  truth,  and 
I could  even  add  to  it.  Its  accuracy  is,  however,  of 
incomparably  more  importance  in  its  effects,  than. 
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with  any  relation  to  the  juftice  or  erroneoufnefs  of 
my  ideas.  In  detailing  fome  of  the  fadts  on  which 
my  affertion  was  founded,  I am  neceffarily  led  into 
the  developement  of  inffances,  which  at  one  time  I 
fhould  have  much  regretted  to  expofe.  They  would 
have  afforded  a pretext  to  inveterate  enemies  of 
Vaccine  Inoculation,  which  would  have  been  more 
operative  than  their  real  force  would  have  juflified. 
That  mra  is,'  however,  pad  ; and  in  the  great 
aggregate  of  facts  in  favour  of  Vaccine  Inoculation, 
even  the  confequences  of  avoidable  error  in  its 
procefs  will  be  loft  and  abforbed. 

It  cannot  be  too  often  or  too  flrongly  repeated, 
that  in  the  decifion  of  this  point  confifts  the  truth  or 
the  falfhood  of  a practical  rule,  and  which,  if  it  can 
be  proved  to  exift  as  believed  by  Dr.  Jenner,  and 
many  other  obfervers,  rnuft,  if  afted  againft,  not 
merely  fubvert  all  the  imputed  advantages  o. 
the  Vaccina,  but  entail  an  enormous  train  of  evil. 
1 will  firft  refer  to  the  cafes  which  occurred  at  Clap- 
ham,  in  the  year  1800  ; and  I cannot  prefume  either 
to  explain  or  to  comment  on  them,  after  the  very  per- 
fpicuous  and  maflerly  account  afforded  of  the  tranf- 
adlion  in  the  “ ComparativeView  of  Opinions  of  Drs. 
Jenner  and  Woodville.”  Dr.  P.  ingenioufly  gloffes 
over  this  occurrence,  by  faying  that  “ fome  unfortu- 
nate cafes  of  inoculated  Vaccina  occurred,  which  were 
imputed  by  the  medical  gentlemen  who  inveftigated 
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them  to  tlie  latenefs  of  the  period  at  which  the  in- 
fer ted  matter  was  taken.” 

Let  Dr.  P.  bring  forward  fomething  beyond  infi- 
nuation  to  difprove  the  conclufions  of  thefe  invefti- 
gators.  He  has  not  given  one  fact,  which  on  a fair 
comparifon  with  the  phenomina  hated  in  the  narra- 
tive alluded  to,  will  invalidate  the  obvious  and  cer- 
tain inference,  that  they  were  fuch  as  could  only 
arife  from  the  ufe  of  Virus  taken  at  a late  period. 
Dr.  P.  obferves  in  a note,  p.  ioi,  that  “no  contrary 
evidence  has  fince  been  .given  from  experience.” 
What  contrary  evidence  could  be  necelfary,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  correct  and  faithful  narration  given  by 
the  author  of  the  “ Comparative  View'  ?”  That  the 
inferences  made  wrere  founded  in  the  jufteh  deduc- 
tions, may  even  be  negatively  inferred,  by  obferving 
that  no  fuch  occurrence,  or  any  thing  analogous,  has 
ever  exifted  in  confequence  of  the  ufp  of  early  Virus. 
Does  Dr.  P.  confider  the  deleterious  tendency  of 
the  doctrines,  which  mere  oppofition  to  the  opinions 
of  Dr.  Jenner  has  led  him  to  propagate,  and  for 
the  refinance  of  which  every  advocate  of  Dr.  J.’s 
do£trine  is  overwhelmed  with  his  illiberal  imputa- 
tions. The  pofition  which  has  included  me  in  this 
anathema,  I will  here  repeat,  and  fortunately  I am 
not  deftitute  of  circumflamial  proof  in  its  fupport ; 
viz.  “ That  Cow-Pock  Virus  at  a late  period  is 
capable  of  producing  morbid  and  phagadamic  ulce- 
ration, confiderable  eryfipelatous  inflammation,  and 
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a train  of  effects  wholly  di/fmilar  to  thofe  of  pure  ami 
recently  formed  Virus.  ’ 

In  proof  of  the  former  part  of  this  opinion,  I can 
merely  give  my  perfonal  and  decided  fufFrage,  that 
in  much  experience  (amounting  in  the  whole  to  more 
than  1000  inoculations  of  my  own)  I have  feen  re- 
peatedly phagadasnic  and  cruftaceous  ulcers,  and  the 
moll  extenfive  inflammations,  enfue  from  the  ufe  of 
Virus  taken  at  a late  period,  when  I was  not  fuffici- 
endy  informed  of  the  importance  of  ufing  it  more 
recent.  I alfo  affirm,  that  on  infpe&ion  of  a num- 
ber of  the  inoculated  patients  of  others,  exceeding 
in  aggregate  thofe -of  my  own,  I have  never  feen  a 
local  or  general  affeftion  which  coiifiderably  exceeded 
the  ordinary  and  general  mildnefs  of  the  inoculated 

Vaccina,  when  Virus  of  an  early  period  was  em- 
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ployed.  The  credibility  of  a man’s  evidence  mull 
red  on  his  perfonal  reputation,  when  it  is  unfup- 
ported  by  additional  proof.  In  refpeft  to  the  effe&s 
which  I preferred  to  deferibe  by  the  appellation  of 
of  being  “ wholly  dijjimilar  to  thofe  of  pure  and  re- 
cently-formed Virus,”  I poflefs  fublfantiated  evidence 
which  is  beyond  Dr.  Pearfon’s  controverfion,  and 
lads  which  are  unaffailable  by  his  fophifhy.  The 
poffiffion  of  thefe  inftances  alone  would  have  led 
me  to  make  the  communication  which  has  fo  of- 
fended Dr.  P.  On  thefe  I ground  an  opinion,  that 
at  a certain  but  indefinite  age  of  the  Vaccine  Puflule, 
a modification  of  vital  adion  of  the  part,  or  a change 
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of  chemical  conftitutron  of  its  contained  fluid,  occurs, 
which  alters  its  attion  on  the  human  body,  fo  as  to 
render  it  capable  of  exciting  a local  effeft  efientially 
different,  and  even  of  appearing  in  the  fyftem  in  a 
conjlitutional  and  fccondary  form  of  ulceration.  Of 
fuch  inftances,  I fhall  relate  two. 

In  November  1799,  I inoculated  the  child  of  a 
patient  belonging  to  the  Bath  City  Difpenfary,  of  the 
name  of  Spering.  I employed  at  this  period  of  my 
practice  (notwithstanding  the  verbal  injunctions  of 
Dr.  Jenner)  Virus  of  all  periods,  and  this  child  was 
inoculated  with  Virus  from  a very  advanced  Puflule. 
The  local  affection  was  regular,  but  the  furround- 
ing inflammation  intenfe,  and  the  fcab  after  fcpa- 
rating  left  a cruftaceous  fore  which  continued  in  a 
(late  of  ulceration.  A month  after  I was  defired  by 
Mr.  White,  apothecary  to  the  Diipenfary,  to  vifit 
the  child  ; I found  her  covered  on  the  nates,  thighs, 
and  belly,  with  puflules  which  had  a near  refem- 
blance  to  the  fpurious  Vaccine  Puflule.  I fay  the 
Spurious  Puflule , and  will  explain  my  idea  by  a 
future  definition  with  which  Dr.  P.  may  grapple  if 
he  pleafes.  The  cafe  interefled  me  fo  much,  that 
I requeued  Dr.  Parry  of  this  city  to  fee  it,  know- 
ing his  attention  to  this  fubjeft  ; and  the  child  was 
alfo  vifited  by  Dr.  Crawford ; they  both  concurred 
in  having  never  feen  a fimilar  cafe  of  eruption,  and 
believed  it  to  depend  on  the  Vaccina.  To  afcertain 
this  connexion,  Mr.  H.  Jenner,  furgeon,  inoculated 
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a child  with  the  fluid  taken  from  one  of  the  puflular 
fores,  and  produced  a fpurious  Vaccine  Puftule.  I 
muft  add,  that  the  inoculated  part  was  unhealed  for 
feveral  weeks,  and  that  the  child  got  well  in  the 
event. 

Another  cafe,  which  in  my  opinion  incontro- 
vertibly  fuppoits  the  opinion  that  I have  laid 
down,  occurred  at  Briftol  in  the  beginning  of 
1801.  The  appearances  had  excited  fome  prejudices 
againft  the  Vaccina,  and  I was  requefted  by  the  Rev. 
G.  Jenner  and  Mr.  H.  Jenner  to  fee  it.  lit  was  the 
infant  of  Mr.  Morris,  woollen-draper  ; I do  not 
know  the  name  of  the  medical  gentleman  who 
had  inoculated  it,  but  I was  informed  the  inocula- 
tion had  been  done  fome  weeks  before.  I found  the 
infant  had  feveral  puflular  eruptions  on  the  body, 
clofely  refembling  the  Vaccina  in  its  advanced  ftages, 
Thefe  had  exifled  ever  fince  the  inoculation.  Suf- 
pefting  the  caufe  of  thefe  to  be  fuch  as  had  pro- 
duced the  preceding  cafe,  my  queries  to  the  mother 
were  in  the  following  form. 

CK  Was  this  child  inoculated  with  dried  matter, 
or  with  frelh  matter  from  another  perfon  ? 

A.  With  matter  from  another  perfon. 

CV  What  was  the  colour  of  the  part  from  which 
the  matter  was  taken  ? 

A.  It  was  quite  brown,  almoft  black,  and  the 
child  was  inoculated  twice  from  the  fame  perfon,  at 
the  diflance  of  2 or  3 days. 
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I have  minutes  of  this  converfadon,  and  of  the 
appearances,  as  taken  at  the  time.  TheRev.  G. 
Jenner  and  Mr.  H.  Jenncr  were  prcfenr,  and  would, 
I am  confident,  readily  contraditt  my  ftatement  if  it 
were  erroneous.  I think  from  thefe  inftances  fingly, 
that  we  are  completely  warranted  in  imputing  to 
Vaccine  Virus  of  a late  date  the  efife&s  which  I 
have  defcribed.  In  my  communication  on  this  point, 
I intended  only  generally  to  exprefs  my  conviction 
that  there  is  a period,  although  I could  not  define 
the  precife  one,  at  which  this  chemical  or  living 
alteration  occurs,  and  that  it  might  be  avoided  by 
an  adherence  to  the  rule  alluded  to.  I have  now  to 
adduce  fome  authorities,  which,  though  they  do  not 
exhibit  any  proof  of  fuch  effe&s  as  I have  defcribed, 
yet  are  equally  inimical  to  the  propriety  of  Dr.  P.’s 
and  Dr.  W oodville’s  practical  opinions  in  another  re- 
fpe&.  My  own  opinion  was  merely  declaratory  of 
the  mifchievous  effe&s  of  Vaccine  Virus,  which  had 
acquired  new  properties  by  a change  in  its  conflituent 
parts  from  a different  period  of  its  formation.  This 
is,  however,  not  -the  only  objection  to  the  ufe  of 
Virus  of  this  defcription.  Dr.  Pearfon  obferves, 
p.  123,  “That  the  rule  of  not  taking  matter  is  not 
allowed  to  be  founded  in  experience  on  the  other 
fide  of  the  Atlantic,  any  more  than  in  this  country.” 
It  is  Angular  that  my  principal  authorities  Ihould  be 
drawn  from  that  very  quarter  of  the  globe,  to  which 
he  refers  for  the  fupport  of  his  own  opinions  j and  I 
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think  he  could  no  where  have  looked  for  lefs  con- 
firmation ; nay,  for  a diverfiry  of  opinion  more 
directly  adverfe.  I have  already  refilled  his  claim 
to  the  fupply  of  America  with  this  new  difeafe,  which 
was  ranked  amongfl  the  obligations  under  which  it 
lay  to  his  foltering  aid.  I alfo  hinted  that  the  hiftory 
of  Vaccination  in  America  was  peculiarly  counter  to 
his  dottrines.  My  authorities  follow  : — Dr.  Water' 
houfe,  of  Cambridge  Univerfity,  near  Boflon,  to 
whom  I firft  fent  Vaccine  Virus,  informed  me  by 
private  communication,  that  it  had  loft  the  powers 
which  it  had  exhibited,  when  he  began  to  inoculate; 
and  he  lamented  very  ftrongly  its  degeneracy  of 
effefl.  There  is,  however,  a more  regular  and  un- 
deniable record  of  Dr.  Waterhoufe’s  opinions  in 
the  American  Medical  Repofitory,  vol.  v.  No.  4. 
Dr.  W.  here  gives  many  cafes  in  detail,  where  the 
Vaccina  had  loft  its  character  from  the  ufe  of  Virus 
taken  at  too  late  a period.  Dr.  W.  fays  alfo,  that 
many  perfons  took  Small-Pox  after  Inoculation  with 
this  Virus ; and  that  on  attention  to  the  inftru£lions 
fent  out  again  by  Dr.  Jenner,  the  Vaccina  was  re- 
ftored  to  its  priftine  character  and  efficacy.  To 
the  whole  of  this  hiftory  I am  a party,  as  it  was 
one  wherein  I was  originally  concerned  between 
Dr.  Waterhoufe  and  Dr.  Jenner.  In  the  fame  num- 
ber of  the  American  Medical  Repofitory  we  find 
that  Dr.  Spence,  of  Dumfries,  Virginia,  concurs 
in  fimilar  conclufions  concerning  the  incertitude  and 
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inutility  of  the  ufe  of  late  Virus.  Some  deference 
will  probably  be  given  to  the  opinion  of  the  Pro- 
feffor  of  Phyfic  to  an  American  Univerfity  in  a 
point  of  pra&ice  which  he  has  fuperintended  over 
a great  Continent,  though  it  may  clafli  with  the 
doftrines  of  the  Le&urer  of  Leicefter-Square.  But 
without  balancing  their  authorities,  is  it  nor  appa- 
rent that  Dr.  Pearfon  mull  be  fadly  uninformed  of 
the  exilling  authorities  in  America,  when  he  affirmed 
ec  that  the  rule  of  not  taking  matter  is  not  allowed 
to  be  founded  in  experience  on  the  other  fide  of 
the  Atlantic.” 

In  our  own  country  I can  alfo  find  refpeflable  and 

ample  fupport  of  Dr.  J.’s  opinion.  Mr.  Bryce,  whofe 

late  Treatife  on  Cow-Pox  exhibits  the  molt  accurate 

attention  and  very  confiderable  ingenuity,  fays,  “ that 

* 

during  the  7th,  8th,  and  9th  days,  the  Virus  is  in 
the  hate  of  greateft  aftivity.”  He  adds,  “I  have 
inoculated  with  Virus  which  was  taken  at  the 
end  of  the  nth  day  from  Inoculation,  and  with  it 
have  produced  the  affe&ion  regular  in  all  its  ftages. 
But  I have  obferved,  that  the  Virus  when  taken 
at  this  ftage  of  the  affe&ion,  tvas  lefs  certain  of  tak- 
ing effeft,  and  that  it  frequently  happened,  that 
although  the  appearances  were  favourable  for  the 
firft  3 or  4 days,  yet  that  they  then  gradually  would 
die  away,  and  no  Veficle  be  produced.  At  other 
times.  Virus  of  this  defeription  has  produced  a Pnf- 
tule  of  confiderable ftze , and  one  having  a confiderable 
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degree  of  rednefs  around  the  bafe,  which  was  never-- 
thelefs  eafily  diftinguifhed  from  Cow-Pox.”  Mr. 
Bryce’s  obfervations  here  coincide  molt  exactly 
with  my  own.  A rapid  progrefs  of  inflammation 
ceafing  before  the  due  period,  or  an  excefs  of  in- 
flammation and  undue  extent  of  puftule  terminating 
in  protratted  ulceration,  have  been  the  events  in 
many  cafes,  where  I have  witnefled  the  application 
of  Vaccine  Virus  taken  at  a late  period  of  its  dura- 
tion. I wifh  to  know,  if  Dr.  Pearfon  will  apply  to 
Mr.  Bryce  and  to  Dr.  Waterhoufe  his  defcription 
of  “ partifans  of  perfonal  interefts,  and  whofe  rea- 
fons  become  warped  by  fuch  interefts  j”  if  he  fhould, 
I (hall  not  be  furprifed  at  the  defeft  of  juftice  or 
decency.  If  this  or  any  other  queflion  of  patho- 
logy were  to  be  decided  by  the  number  and  chara&er 
of  its  evidences,  it  is  manifefl  where  the  weight 
would  attach.  We  find  Dr.  Blane,  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Jenner,  Dr.  Croft,  Dr.  Thornton,  and  others,  defi- 
nitively and  explicitly  aflerting,  that  the  moil  com- 
mon caufe  of  failure  was  owing  to  the  employment 
of  Virus  at  a late  age.  Againfl  the  concurrent  opi- 
nion of  thefe  men,  fome  of  them  poflefling  extenfive 
and  experimental  knowledge  of  the  fubjeft,  and  in 
direft  oppofition  to  the  confident  and  uniform  fenti- 
ments  of  Dr.  Jenner,  we  have  the  converfe  aflertions 
of  Drs.  Pearfon  and  Woodville.  To  the  aflertions 
of  the  latter,  however  I may  deem  them  erroneous, 
and  at  ifiue  with  general  experience,  I look  with 
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fome  deference  ; and  although  I may  toto  ccelo  differ 

from  them,  I beg  leave  to  difclaim  all  reflexion  on  the 

% 

motives  of  their  author.  But  my  conviffion  of  their 
truth  or  incorre&uefs  is  another  confideration  ; and 
I confefs,  they  are  fo  repugnant  to  general  authority, 
and  to  connefted  opinions,  which  in  extent  demand 
more  than  ap  equal  claim  to  belief,  that  I muff  infifl: 
on  their  total  want  of  force,  and  on  their  practical 
injurioufnefs. 

Dr.  Woodville,  in  his  letter  to  Dr.  Pearfon, 
page  94,  dates  many  pofitions  which  I confider  to 
be  at  variance  with  the  obfervations  of  faff  by  others 
and  by  myfelf.  He  fays,  “ the  Areola  rarely  fuper- 
venes  before  the  7th,  or  later  than  the  12th  day.’1 
There  is  furely  a fatality  in  the  inveftigation  of  this 
Ample  difeafe,  which  has  perverted  the  perceptions 
of  fome  of  its  obfervers.  From  oral  and  written 
communication  with  numbers  of  inoculators,  and 
from  my  own  experience,  I believe  the  complete 
formation  and  acme  of  the  Areola,  to  be  regularly 
on  the  10th  day,  and  that  its  occurrence  a day 
fooner  or  later  is  an  anomaly. 

From  the  expreffions  of  Dr.  Woodville,  one  might 
fuppofe  that  it  occurred  at  any  time  indifferently  be- 
tween the  7th  and  12th  days.  Further,  Dr.  Wood- 
ville fays,  “Dr.  B.  and  Mr.  K.  are  of  opinion,  that 
what  they  call  fpurious  cafes  of  Cow-Pox,  have 
arifen  from  the  ufing  of  matter  taken  at  too  late  a 
period  of  the  pujlule , which  may  equally  happen  in 
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inoculating  for  the  Small-Pox  with  Virus  taken  at  an 
improper  period  of  maturation  ” 

Now,  I join  in  opinion  with  the  laft  part  of 
this  citation,  and  with  the  laft  part  only,  which  is, 
that  this  faid  fpurious  Puftule  may  equally  happen 
(or  is  as  likely  to  happen)  in  inoculating  for  the 
Small-Pox  as  for  the  Cow-Pox,  with  Virus  taken 
at  an  improper  period  of  maturation  ; becaufe  I 
am  convinced,  by  numerous  experiments  in  Variolous 
Inoculation,  that  it  never  does  happen.  Alfertions 
of  this  kind,  and  fo  authoritatively  announced  from 
characters  of  experience,have  great  apparent  weight. 
But  it  is  not  by  refpett  to  name  or  pretenfion,  that 
queftions  of  fa<ft  in  fcience  are  to  be  decided.  On 
this  as  on  every  branch  of  the  fubjeft,  or  on  queftions 
in  clofe  analogy  with  it,  the  opinions  of  Dr.  Wood- 
ville  and  Dr.  Pearfon  happen  to  be  arrayed  in  anti- 
thetical contraft  to  thofe  of  the  majority  of  others. 
If  Dr.  Woodville  be  right,  the  gentlemen  whofe 
authorities  I mull  quote,  are  not  merely  in  error,  but 
have  coined  falfehoods.  In  the  4th  volume  of  the 
Memoirs  of  the  Medical  Society ^of  London,  Mr. 
Kite  relates  the  hiftory  of  three  children  inoculated 
with  Variolous  matter  from  a fingle  and  late  Puftule. 
A fhort  time  after  they  caught  the  difeafe  in  the 
natural  way.  Dr.  Jenner,  in  his  “ Fqrther  Obfer- 
vations,”  relates  fome  accurately-detailed  inftances, 
on  the  authority  of  Mr.  Earle,  furgeon,  of  Framp- 
ton-upon-Severn,  This  gentleman  inoculated  five 


[ 54  ] 


perfons  with  Variolous  matter  taken  from  a late 
ftage  of  the  Puftule  ; and  of  thefe  five,  fouj  after- 
wards had  the  Small-Pox  in  the  natural  way.  The 
inflammation  and  fuppuration  of  the  arms  were  as 
confiderable,  or  more  fo  than  common  ; and  in  one 
there  was  an  ulcer  which  call  off  large  floughs. 
Eruptions  appeared  about  the  9th  day,  which  died 
off  fooner  than  ufual.  Mr.  Trye,  furgcon  to  the 
Gloucefler  Infirmary,  has  given  fome  inftances  of 
peculiar  effefts  of  Variolous  matter,  taken  at  a late 
period  of  the  Variolous  Puftule,  when  exficcation 
had  taken  place.  Ten  children  were  inoculated  with 
this  matter ; and  in  the  decline  of  the  difeafe,  two 
had  eryfipelas  about  the  incifions ; another  had 
abfceffes  in  the  cellular  fubftance ; and  five  or  fix 
of  the  reft,  abfceffes  in  the  axilla?.  Befides  the 
cafes  above  quoted,  Mr.  Earle  inoculated  three 
children  with  matter  procured  by  another  perfon. 
The  arms  inflamed ; fever  and  eruption  appeared, 
but  difappeared  in  two  days.  Thefe  he  inoculated 
again  with  matter  in  its  perfect  ftate,  and  they  re- 
ceived the  infection  of  Small-Pox. 

Now,  will  Dr.  Woodville  affirm  that  thefe  cir- 
cumftantially  detailed  fafts  are  undeferving  of  recep- 
tion or  attention?  Or  will  Dr.  Pearfon  employ  fo 
forced  a conclufion,  as  to  fay  concerning  thefe  what 
he  has  already  faid  of  the  effefts  of  degenerated 
Vaccine  Virus,  viz.  that  its  anomalous  effefts  were 
owing  to  the  idiofyncrafy  of  the  individual  ? The 
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medical  critic  will  here  weigh  find  againft  fa£t,  and 
will  con’ bine  the  probabilities  ariiing  from  the  very- 
obvious  analogies  here  illuftrated.  At  any  rate,  if 
the  comparifon  of  the  Vaccine  and  Variolous  fluids, 
when  of  advanced  ages,  does  not  apply  in  Arid 
fimilarity,  yet  the  dodtrine,  as  it  applies  to  Vaccine 
Virus,  is  dill  unrefuted,  and  is  fupported  by  opi- 
nions and  by  fads  which  are  more  than  equal  in 
force  and  in  extent  to  the  oppofing  ones; 

The  term  Spurious  Cow-Pox  has  afforded  to  Dr. 
Pearfon  a copious  theme  of  criticifm,  both  verbal 
and  pathological.  The  quibbling  objedtions  of  the 
fpecial  pleader,  or  the  fplenetic  minutenefs  of  an 
invidious  commentator,  are  here  more  obfervable 
than  the  liberal  remarks  of  a man  of  fcience.  Dr.  P. 
fays,  tc  the  terms  Spurious  Cow-Pox , to  my  concep- 
tion, either  convey  an  erroneous  notion,  or  have  no 
definitive  meaning  ; for  I am  unable  to  perceive  that 
they  mean  any  thing  but  a particular  and  fpecific 
difeafe,  or  elfe  they  mean  any  local  affection  what- 
ever produced  by  inoculating  animal  matter,  or 
other  fubftances,  or  by  the  mere  pundlt^e.”  Dr. 
P.  purfues  this  opinion  at  fome  length,  and  con- 
cludes by  imputing  incorredinefs  and  abfurdity  to 
the  term ; whether  for  the  fake  of  exhibiting  philo- 
logical ikill,  or  for  the  purpofe  of  detecting  error, 
is  not  entirely  clear.  If  there  fubfiff  a local  affec- 
tion uniform  and  definable,  refembling  Cow  Pox  in 
fome  of  its  charadlers,  though  diflimilar  in  others ; 
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and  if  this  local  effect  be  the  occafional  refult  of  the 
application  of  Vaccine  Virus,  then  I conceive  fuch 
an  affection,  by  the  drifted  literal  rules,  to  be  fairly 
deferibed  by  the  term  Spurious  Cow-Pox.  It  is  at 
lead  as  correctly  jud  as  the  true  and  falfe  Aneurifm, 
or  many  other  medical  names.  But  it  is  to  me  in- 
credible, and  redefts  much  either  on  Dr.  Pearfon’s 
candour  or  his  experience,  that  poflefifmg  fo  extenfive 
a knowledge  of  the  Vaccina  as  he  affumes,  he  fhould 
not  have  recognifed  and  admitted  this  regular  and 
occafional  deviation  from  the  accudomed  charafter  of 
the  Vaccine  Pudule.  I have  feen  it  in  numerous  in- 
dances, and  have  never  known  an  inoculator  of 
obfervation,  but  who  has  accurately  taken  notice  of 
it.  That  I may  not  appear  to  entrench  myfelf  in 
generalities,  I will  define  the  phenomena  of  the 
Spurious  Cow-Pox.  The  appearance  of  the  inocu- 
lated part  for  the  fird  three  days  is  as  ufual ; by  the 
5th  or  6th  a Pudule  is  formed,  containing  not  di- 
aphanous Virus,  but  yellow  purulent  fluid  ; at 
this  time  a livid  and  unequal  rednefs  furrounds  the 
Pudule,  and  they  together  rapidly  difappear  long 
before  the  accudomed  procefs  of  the  regular  Vaccine 
Pudule  terminates.  The  appearance  of  the  Spuri- 
ous Cow-Pock  does  not  refemble  any  other  pudu- 
lar  difeafe,  and  is  fo  fpecific,  that  an  accurate  draw- 
ing of  it  has  been  taken  by  Mr.  Cuff,  which  will 
convey  its  perfeft  fimilitude.  It  certainly,  accord- 
ing to  every  information  I can  procure,  frequently 
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fucceeds  the  application  of  late  Virus,  but  is  capable 
of  being  produced  occafionally  by  Virus  of  any  age. 
To  what  purpofe  does  Dr.  P.  except  to  this  dcfcrip- 
tive  appellation,  and  endeavour  to  fubftitute  a cir- 
cuitous and  unfatisfadory  definition.  Pie  muft,  or 
at  lead  he  ought  to,  know  the  occafional  exigence  of 
this  deviation  ; and  if  fo,  he  might  have  fupplied 
fome  term  which  he  deemed  more  literally  corret. 

Dr.  Jenner  has  defined  a Spurious  Cow-Pock, 
which  he  confiders  as  another  idiopathic  difeafe  of 
the  Cow.  By  communication  with  fome  practiti- 
oners of  Veterinarian  Medicine,  1 believe  that  fuch 
a difeafe  fubfifts,  and  that  it  has  fome  diagnoftic 
marks  which  diftinguilh  it  from  real  Cow-Pox.-  The 
fubjed:  merits  farther  invefligation ; but  it  is  not 
relevant  to  the  queflion  of  the  occurrence  and  phe- 
nomena of  the  Spurious  Vaccina.  In  the  defeription 
of  this,  I have  no  fear  of  animadverfion  from  the 
impartial  obferver.  Dr.  Jenner,  in  fpeaking  of  Spu- 
rious Cow-Pox,  had  recourfe  to  it  to  account  for  the 
inllances  of  Small-Pox  following  natural  Cow-Pox. 
He  did  not  apply  this  ftrictly  to  the  Spurious  Vac- 
cina ; and  whenever  the  term  is  ufed  in  reference 
to  this,  it  is  clearly  meant  to  refer  to  a definite  and 
regular,  though  incomplete  cffecl,  produced  by  the 
inoculation  of  Vaccine  Virus.  In  his  comments  on 
the  name  and  the  meaning  of  this  affedion,  Dr.  P. 
has  merely  continued  the  general  features  and  ex- 
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cmplified  the  tendency  of  his  unjuft  and  unfparing 
feries  of  depreciation. 

Opposition  to  any  branch  or  part  of  a fyftem 
Aides  with  much  facility  into  averfton  to  the  whole. 
I believe  that  all  the  declamation  and  all  the  prcju- 
duce  employed  by  the  avowed  enemies  of  the  Cow- 
Pox  have  not  been  fo  inimical  to  its  character,  as  the 
pertinacious  differences  and  the  unlucky  experiments 
of  fome  of  its  friends.  Dr.  P.  is  fo  intent  on  dif- 
agreement  with  every  opinion  on  the  fubjedt  which 
emanates  from  Dr.  Jenner,  that  although  he  is  no- 
minally in  the  lift  of  the  ftrongeft  fupporters  of  Vac- 
cination, nay,  although  he  would  fain  appear  to  the 
world  as  little  lefs  than  its  author,  yet  he  will  not  al- 
low with  Dr.  Jenner,  “ that  the  adverfe  cafes  are 
finking  faft  into  contempt/’  The  man  who  defcribes 
himfelf  as  a thorough  believer  in  the  powers  of  the 
Vaccina,  and  who  at  the  fame  time  does  not  think 
the  adverfe  cafes  deferving  contempt,  muft  be  the 
moft  inconfiftent  of  reafoners.  Such  is  the  inevi- 
table tendency  of  perfonal  and  partial  views.  To 
fimilar  feelings  I refer  Dr,  P/s  incredulity  concern- 
ing the  connexion  of  Cow-Pox  with  Greafe,  and 
his  complete  fuppreffion  of  the  fafts  on  this  point. 
Not  one  word  of  reference  is  made  to  authority  or 
to  experiments,  except  to  the  conje&ures  of  Dr. 
Jenner,  as  given  in  his  “ Enquiry,”  and  to  the 
evidence  of  Mr.  Coleman.  The  latter  gentleman 
I am  honoured  with  the  friendlliip  of,  and  from  my 
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intimate  knowledge  of  his  fmgular  and  almofl  un- 
paralleled talents  in  phyfiological  and  pathological 
refearch,  I am  confident  it  is  from  no  deficiency  of 
accuracy  or  of  ingenuity,  that  his  experiments  have 
exhibited  refults  differing  from  thofe  which  I fhall 
quote.  I may  be  excufed  in  taking  an  opportunity 
of  affording  here  the  tribute  of  perfonal  efteem,  and 
of  profeffional  admiration  which  I feel  towards  the 
Profeffor  of  the  Veterinary  College.  In  general 
anatomical  fcience,  and  in  rare  originality  of  genius, 
he  has,  in  my  opinion,  few  competitors ; and  they 
are  applied  with  all  the  force  of  powerful  judgment 
to  the  objeffs  of  his  art.  In  the  cultivation  of 
thefe  he  has  in  a very  fhort  period  made  advances 
which  would  hardly  be  credible,  except  from  the 
flowed:  refults  of  lengthened  experience.  But  to  re- 
vert to  the  fubjefi ; it  was  certainly  incumbent-on 
Dr.  P.  when  treating  on  this  fubjeft,  not  to  have 
fuppreffed  faffs  in  favour  of  Dr.  J.’s  hypothefis, 
which  were  known  before  the  time  he  wrote. 
Would  a reader  of  Dr.  P.’s  work  believe  that  ex- 
periments the  mod  decifive,  in  eflablifhment  of  Dr. 
J.’s  opinion  of  the  origin  of  Cow-Pox  in  Greafe, 
had  been  made  and  promulgated  ? If  Dr.  P.  refufed 
aflent  to  their  conclufivenefs,  he  mip'ht  have  favoured 
us  with  his  reafons ; but  in  jullice  to  his  own  repu- 
tation for  information,  he  fhould  not  have  palled 
them  “ fub  filentio  with  the  policy  or  impolicy  of 
making  known  fuch  a faff  in  refpect  to  public  opi- 
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nion,  the  philofophic  inveftigator  has  nothing  to  do. 
lie  is  to  be  the  regiftcr  of  truth.  For  the  information 
of  thofe  who  might  otherwife  draw  their  only  inftruc- 
tion  from  Dr.  P.’s  work,  I will  introduce  the  known 
evidence,  both  probable  and  dire<ft,  on  this  part  of 
the  fubjeft.  Dr.  P.  confiders  this  opinion  “ as  im- 
material whether  it  be  true  or  not,  with  refpedl  to 
the  practice  of  Vaccine  Inoculation  So  do  I think; 
but  in  other  relations,  and  efpecially  as  no  poflible 
fa<ft  in  pathology  can  be  unworthy  of  our  know- 
ledge, I deem  it  by  no  means  immaterial . Dr.  P. 
has  elleemed  it  fufficientlv  material  to  induce  him 

J 

to  communicate  garbled  and  incomplete  information 
on  it  He  obferves,  page  133,  “ the  author  (Dr.  J.) 
gives  no  proof  by  inoculating  either  the  Cow  or 
the  human  fubjeft  with  the  matter  of  Greafe. 
Even  the  circumftantial  evidence  offered,  I am  of 
opinion,  was  fo  little  fatisfadlory,  &c.”  To  minds 
of  different  perceptions  the  fame  obje&s  will  ap- 
pear differently,  and  to  mine  this  circumftantial  evi- 
dence carried  with  it  a high  degree  of  probability; 
a probability  which  by  fucceeding  proof  has  attained 
to  certainty,  and  which  is  the  bcft  comment  on  the 
accuracy  of  Dr.  J.’s  early  conjedlure.  Does  not 
Dr.  P.  know  perfeclly  that  Mr.  Tanner,  a veterinary 
furgeon,  has  inoculated  the  Cow  from  the  Greafe  of 
the  Horfe,  with  the  effect  of  producing  Cow-Pox. 
Mr.  Tanner’s  account  is  inferted  in  an  excellent 
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Pamphlet,*  publilhed  about  two  years  fince,  with 
the  contents  of  which  it  is  peculiarly  improbable 
Dr.  P.  Ihould  be  unacquainted. 

Mr.  Ring,  in  his  able  Treatife  on  Cow-Pox,  gives 
this  mention  of  Mr.  Tanner’s  refults: — “Matter 
taken  from  a Cow  which  Mr.  Tanner  had  inocu- 
lated, and  fome  taken  from  the  Dairy-maid  who 
had  caught  the  infe&ion  from  the  Cow,  were  in- 
clofed  in  a letter  from  Mr.  Tanner  to  Dr.  Jenner, 
which  is  now  in  my  pofieflion.  In  this  letrer  he 
fays,  four  or  five  of  his  uncle’s  Cows  had  the  difeafe  ; 
that  it  firfl:  appeared  in  a Cow  which  he  had  inocu- 
lated from  the  heel  of  a Horfe,  and  was  thence 
communicated  to  the  man  who  milked  that  Cow, 
and  afterwards  to  the  other  Cows  and  two  other 
men  and  the  dairy-maid.” 

But  the  experiments  by  Dr.  Loy  f are  fiill  rrtore 
convincing  in  accuracy  of  detail  and  completenefs  of 
refult.  For  their  circumflances  I mud  refer  to  his 
fiatement,  and  will  only  relate,  that  Dr.  Loy  has 
inoculated  both  the  Cowr  and  the  human  fubjeft 
with  matter  taken  from  the  heel  of  the  horfe, 
when  affefled  with  incipient  Greafe.  That  the 
efFefl  w'as  Cowr-Pox  in  the  Cow,  and  a Pufiule  re- 
fembling  remotely  the  Vaccina  in  the  human  fubjefh 
This  alfo  produced  infufceptibility  to  Small-Pox. 


* Comparative  View  of  Opinions,  &c. — 1800. 
f Experiments  by  Dr.  Loy. — 1801. 
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The  Cow-Pox  of  the  inoculated  Cow,  produced  the 
perfeft  Vaccina  in  the  human  fubjeft,  and  confe- 
quent  infufceptibility  to  Small-Pox.  The  trials 
were  made  in  more  than  one  indance.  Was  it  not 
a debt  due  to  candour  and  to  judice,  that  Dr.  P. 
fhould  have  brought  forward  thefe  curious  and  con- 
vincing fads,  when  delivering  himfelf  on  the  fubjcft  ; 
or  will  the  omiffion  be  apologifed  for  by  faying, 
“ I do  not  mean  to  enter  into  the  account  of  all  that  has 
been  faid  on  this  point?”  Of  collateral  and  preemp- 
tive evidence  to  the  fame  point  much  might  be  given 
as  Dr.  J.’s  own,  and  that  of  Sir  Chridopher  Pegge, 
in  the  Medical  and  Phyfical  Journal,  if  fuch  could 
add  drength  or  credibility. 

I have  dwelt  on  this  theme  with  more  prolixity 
than  perhaps  may  feem  neceffary.  But  I think  the 
mod  liberal  condru<dor  of  the  motives  of  human 
actions  would  not  hefitate  to  attribute  the  unbelief 
of  a fa&  fo  demondrated,  to  feelings  of  a perfonal 
kind  towards  Dr.  Jenner.  To  thofe  who  have 
fydematically  differed  with  him,  and  vdio  at  lad  en- 
deavour, by  dudious  and  perfevering  hodility,  to 
denude  him  of  all  merit  or  honour,  it  mud  be  not 
a little  infupportable  to  witnefs  the  full  confirmation 
of  his  theory  as  w^ell  as  his  fafts.  It  is  the  very 
uncommon  lot  of  Dr.  Jenner  to  find  every  pofition 
which  he  primarily  laid  dowm  in  an  invedigation  new 
and  extenfive,  and  which  he  has  fupported  with 
equal  energy  and  moderation  in  a perplexing  and 
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invidious  controverfy,  unequivocally  and  finally  cf- 
tabliffed.  It  is  at  this  very  conclufion  that  he  is 
affailed  on  every  point  by  thofe,  who,  on  account  of 
the  dangers  into  which  they  plunged  the  infantile 
exigence  of  his  difcovery,  fhould  be  the  moft  eager 
to  offer  him  themagnanimous  tribute  of  candid  praife. 

Amidft  the  imputed  errors  of  Dr.  jenner’s,  which 
Dr.  P.  claims  the  merit  of  redreffing,  is  Dr.  J.’s 
propofition  “that  thofe  who  have  had  the  Small- 
Pox,  are  commonly  again  and  again  fufceptible  of 
Cow-Pox.”  Dr.  Jemier  has  fince  qualified  this  opi- 
nion, by  admitting  that  they  are  only  fufceptible 
once  of  the  conflitutional  effect  of  Cow-Pox,  and 
afterwards  of  its  local  operation  only.  Dr.  P. 
in  order  to  affix  as  much  as  poffible  importance  to 
this  part  of  the  laws  of  Cow-Pox,  affirms  that  “ the 
clamour  againff  the  propofal  of  the  new  Inoculation 
was  partly  on  account  of  the  apprehenfions,  that 
perfons  wffo  had  already  gone  through  the  Small- 
Pox,  would  be  in  a worfe  Hate  of  fociety  by  the  in- 
troduction of  a new  infection.”  How  fuch  a fear 
could  for  a fingle  moment  exift,  or  if  exifting,  why 
it  mud  not  immediately  have  been  quaffed  by  the 
obvious  demonitration  that  the  Cow-Pox  was  not 
contagious  by  contact  or  effluvia,  I am  at  a lofs  to 
comprehend.  The  error,  if  iuch,  and  if  done  away 
by  Dr.  P.  would  be,  in  my  opinion,  no  high  acquifi_ 
tion  to  his  merits  in  the  fervice,  or  the  credit  of  the 
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Cow-Pox ; but  I am  not  inclined  to  grant,  that  the 
error  of  fuch  is  expofed  by  Dr.  P.’s  reafoning  or 
his  experiments. 

Againfl  the  feven  experiments  of  Dr.  Pearfon, 
on  perfons  who  had  undergone  the  Small-Pox,  (the 
firfl  with  dried  matter,  of  which  the  effeft  is  notori- 
oully  uncertain)  I will  oppofe  -Mr.  Fewfler’s  as  a 
pofitive  faff,  which  fhould  have  more  weight  than 
many  negative  ones.  I will  alfo  adduce  the  general 
tradition  where  the  Cow-Pox  has  exifled,  and  which 
is  difperfed  through  the  obfervations  of  many  en- 
quirers, that  the  local  Cow-Pox  may  occur  again 
and  again.  In  page  138,  Dr.  P.  obferves  with  re- 
fpeff  to  this  opinion,  that  “ the  apparent  and  almoll 
mathematical  demonflration  of  the  impoffibility  of 
its  being  true  has  been  attempted  to  be  (hewn.” 
In  page  68,  to  which  we  are  referred  for  this  de- 
monftration,  we  are  told,  “ I do  not  mean  to  offer 
this  demonflration  as  infallible  like  mathemati- 
cal.” Either  the  demonflration  approaches  to  ma- 
thematical certainty,  or  it  does  not;  and  after  we 
are  told  by  Dr.  P.  that  it  is  almoft  “ mathematical 
demonflration  we  then  find  he  does  not  offer  it 
at  all  as  fuch.  His  chain  of  reafoning  on  the  fub- 
jeff.  is  built  on  a poflulate,  viz.  “ if  the  variolous 
poifon  deftroys  the  fufeeptibility  of  the  conflitution 
to  the  future  agency  of  the  Vaccine  poifon.”  Thefe 
are  the  grounds  on  which  Dr.  P.  pretends  to  the 
correffion  of  what  he  calls  an  error  of  great  ini- 
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port,  and  of  mifchievous  operation  in  Dr.  Jenner's 
firft  communications.  For  the  revifion  of  this  fup- 
pofed  error.  Dr.  P.  alfo  makes  a confpicuous  item 
in  the  general  debt  of  the  Vaccina  to  his  fupport* 
If  I may  propofe  my  own  conclufions  on  this  point, 
it  is  that  we  are  not  in  poffeffion  of  a fufficient  num- 
ber of  experimental  fafts  to  decide  it  conclufively, 
but  that  I think  the  weight  of  evidence  and  of  opi- 
nion is  in  fupport  of  the  affirmative  fuppofition. 
In  the  fulfilment  of  this  talk,  which  I felt  impofed 
on  me  by  my  intereft  in  the  caufe  which  conftitutes 
its  fubjeft,  by  private  as  well  as  public  refpeft  for 
calumniated  genius,  and  by  my  wifh  to  defend  opi- 
nions of  my  own,  I have  not  propofed  an  analytical 
furvey  of  Dr.  P.’s  entire  fentiments.  As  I have  no 
reafon  to  indulge  an  expe&ation  that  his  own  zeal- 
ous endeavours,  or  thofe  of  his  re-echoing  critics, 
will  ceafe  to  affail  the  invulnerable  fortrefs  of  Dr.  J/s 
reputation  ; I doubt  not  but  fome  other  and  fome 
more  capable  hand  will  fupply  my  defeft  of  plan. 
I have  aimed,  in  a principal  degree,  to  exprefs  my 
fenfe  of  what  I efteem  important  errors  of  patholo- 
gical dottrine;  and  by  demonftrating  their  tendency, 
to  difprove  the  claims,  which  even  under  their  ex- 
igence have  been  formed  for  the  entire  annihilation 
of  juft  defert. 

After  a feries  of  reafoning,  which  to  my  perufal 
has  feemed  fo  diffufe,  fo  defultory,  and  fo  disjoined, 
as  to  produce  fome  fenfations  of  fatigue  in  the  col- 
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lation  of  its  fcattered  parts,  wc  are  at  laft  prefented 
(page  1 59)  with  a fummary  of  Dr.  P.’s  opinions.; 
that  is,  with  a formal  indictment  of  Dr.  Jenner.  It 
is  here  that  we  arrive  at  the  extent  of  Dr.  P.’s 
accufations,  and  that  we  perceive  the  genuine  colour 
of  hi?  meaning.  In  former  paffages  of  Dr.  P.’s  ex- 
amination,  we  might  fometimes  have  caught  a reluc- 
tant, an  ahumed,  or  an  extorted  admiilion  towards 
Dr.  Jenner.  Some  decency  of  oftenfible  candour 
was  preferved,  and  the  full  allowance  of  detraction 
was  diminifhed  by  fome  barren  fcraps  of  praife. 
But  in  the  propofitions  which  include  the  amount  of 
Dr.  P.’s  arguments,  every  iota  of  credit  or  of  allow- 
ance to  Dr.  J;  is  excluded.  I had  no  doubt,  from 
the  interpretation  which  the  very  firft  pages  of  Dr. 
P.’s  book  carried  with  them  to  my  undemanding, 
that  however  he  might  “ have  damned  with  faint 
praife •”  in  the  outfet,  yet  that  its  progrefs  would 
refcind  the  affe&ed  tribute, 

As  Dr.  P.  advances,  we  fee  lefs  and  lefs  of  the 
qualified  admifiions  which  he  fet  out  with  granting ; 
and  at  lafl  he  appears  more  in  the  charaCfer  of  a. 
forenfick  advocate  againfi:  a culprit,  than  as  a criti- 
cal inveffigator.  Had  his  hired  occupation  been 
to.  impeach  Dr.  J.  for  impofition  in  a fcheme  to 
fwindle  fociety  out  of  their  health,  he  could  not 
more  faithfully  have  laboured  in  the  talk  of  inculpa- 
tion. Any  fpecific  reply  to  the  propofitions  of  Dr.  P„ 
is  anticipated  by  the  preceding  parts  of  thefe  obfer- 
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vations ; at  lead  I hope  it  is  anticipated  in  that  de- 
gree, to  which  alone  I conceive  it  can  be  deemed 
incumbent  on  the  warmed;  vindicator  of  oppofite 
opinions  to  notice  them.  To  Dr.  P.’s  repeated 
affirmations,  that  the  Vaccina  would  at  this  hour 
have  been  unknown  in  pra&ice,  but  for  his  fubfi- 
diary  aid,  I cannot  refufe  a little  more  attention. 
The  temerity  of  this  challenge  to  all  thofe  who 
know  better,  adoniflies  me.  Of  the  bottomlefs  con- 
fidence of  Dr.  P.’s  declarations,  we  have  already 
feen  a fpecimen  in  his  introduction  of  Mr.  Nafti’s 
podhumous  manufcripts.  His  affertions  concern- 
ing the  dependence  of  the  Vaccina  on  his  fodering 
care  are  equally  unfounded  and  gratuitous ; and  it 
would  be  a fufficient  acquittal,  if  Dr.  P.  were  to 

(land  excufed  of  conduit  calculated  or  at  lead;  di- 
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rectly  tending  to  its  extinction.  The  information  of 
its  difcoverer  had  placed  the  fubject  in  the  faired; 
path  of  profecution,  and  we  have  atually  feen, 
from  the  depofitions  before  the  Committee  of  the 
Houfe  of  Commons,  that  it  has  been  the  parent 
flock  of  the  mod;  fuccefsful  and  extenfive  multiplica- 
tions. In  Great-Britain  and  Ireland,  in  the  different 
countries  of  Europe,  down  to  the  Italian  States,  even 
in  the  fouthern  fliores  of  the  Mediteranian,  and 
in  the  whole  Continent  of  America , it  has  been  propa- 
gated in  fome  exclufively,  and  in  all  principally,  by 
Dr.  Jenner’s  opinions  and  communications.  From 
the  primary  experiments  of  Dr.  Jenner  in  1798,  a 
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continued  feries  of  pra&ices  have  been  indituted, 
which  exid  to  the  prefent  day.  The  matter  firfl 
diffufed  by  him  is  dill  exiding  through  the  medium 
ofthoufands;  and  the  refults  of  its  application  have 
been  uncontaminated  by  erroneous  practices,  or  by 
theories  invented  for  their  juflification.  Dr.  P.  has 
given  at  fome  length  the  proceedings  between  him- 
felf  and  the  inoculations  in  France.  He  has  alfo 
claimed  the  reputation  of  introducing  the  Vaccina, 
through  the  means  of  Mr.  Keate,  into  the  army  and 
navy.  Let  it  all  be  granted,  and  what  is  the 
“ honour  due?”  Subordinate  agency , and fubfidiary 
ajjijlance — undoubtedly  laudable  in  itfelf  and  ufeful 
in  its  effects,  but  of  which  the  motives,  as  far  as  we 
can  perceive  them,  are  not  entitled  to  the  merits  of 
pure  or  difintereded  zeal.  Had  thefe  proceedings 
been  carried  on  with  fome  confideration  of,  or  refe- 
rence to,  the  juft  part  which  the  difeoverer  had  a 
right  mod  confpicuoufly  to  take  in  them,  we  might 
have  attributed  to  Dr.  P.  the  mod  independent  and 
the  mod  deferving  intentions.  But,  connected  as 
thefe  tranfa<dions  are  with  the  oblivion  even  of  Dr. 
Jenner’s  name,  with  an  indecent  contempt  of  his 
participation,  and  with  an  affectation  of  original  au- 
thority, I think  they  are  on  the  whole  deferving  of 
far  different  appellations.  At  any  rate  the  fervices 
are  fuch  as  Dr.  Jenner  could  and  would  have  pre- 
ferably executed.  If  Dr.  Pearfon’s  agency  or  his 
new  opinions  in  Vaccine  Inoculation  were  looked  up 
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to  by  the  Navy  as  leading  and  important,  how  comes 
it  that  no  public  attention  has  been  given  him? 
Whilft  the  Phyfician  of  the  Fleet,  and  the  Surgeons 
of  the  Navy,  have  awarded  a fplendid  memorial  of 
their  fentiments  to  Dr.  Jenner.  It  is  not  merely  from 
the  Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  thatDr.P. 
is  defpoiled  of  fecondary  honour.  Here  it  is  that  we 
penetrate  a little  into  the  poffible  fources  of  Dr.  P.’s 
ftudious  efforts  towards  the  fubverfion  of  Dr.  J.’s 
claims  to  originality,  to  fcientific  correttnefs,  and 
to  honourable  reward.  The  laborious  inveftigations, 
and  the  arduous  efforts  of  Dr.  P.  to  this  end,  indi- 
cate no  weak  or  common  motive.  I verily  believe, 
and  from  a comparifon  of  Dr.  P.’s  conduff,  his 
writings,  and  his  evidence,  I think  every  impartial 
obferver  of  human  nature  would  concur  with  me  in 
the  conclufion,  that  had  the  petition  of  Dr.  J.  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons  included  a 
portion  of  requifition  in  favour  of  Dr.  P. ; or  had 
Dr.  P.  himfelf  been  permitted  to  ufurp  the  claim 
entirely,  we  fhould  have  heard  nothing  of  inocu- 
lations previous  to  Dr.  Jenner’s,  or  of  his  patholo- 
gical deficiencies. 

The  Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  and 
the  Honourable  Houfe  itfelf  have  adjudicated  Dr.  J.’s 
claims  in  a way  which,  whether  or  not  it  may  be 
proportionate  to  the  fenfe  which  the  mod  ardent 
friends  of  him  and  his  difcovery  entertain,  is  never- 
thelefs  demonftrative  of  their  conviction.  I cannot 
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but  confider  Dr.  P.’s  conltruction  of  the  nature  of 
this  court  of  decifion  as  a libel  on  its  fun&ions. 
They  are  appointed  by  the  Houfe  of  Commons  to 
report  on  the  ’whole  cafe  of  a petitioner.  That,  in 
the  bufinefs  of  our  prefent  confideration,  this  duty 
was  executed  with  vigorous  impartiality,  and  with 
induflrious  and  enquiring  zeal,  no  obferver  of  their 
minutes  can  deny.  Evidence  both  pofitive  and  ne- 
gative was  ferutinifed  wuth  penetrating  affiduity. 
The  nature  of  the  fatts  were  fuch  as  to  lie  withiu 
the  fphere  of  unprofeffional  capacity.  It  was,  as 
before  the  Committee,  merely  a queftion  of  the 
force  of  teftimony,  and  the  probability  of  fa&.  The 
very  conduft  of  the  Committee  is  a refutation  of 
Dr.  P.’s  obfervation  ; but  the  approver  of  their  ge- 
neral decifion  is  uot  compelled  to  fupport  Dr.  Jenner 
on  the  grounds  of  their  Report.  If  they  thought 
right  to  regard  Dr.  J.  only  as  “ the  difeoverer  of  the 
Vaccine  Inoculation  of  one  human  fubjefl  from  ano- 
ther,” I do  not  arraign  their  limitation,  but  I do  not 
* 

therefore  acquiefce  in  it.  To  me  it  is  irrefragably 
certain,  that  Dr.  J.  is  the  only  proved  and  authenti- 
cated praftifer  of  Vaccine  Inoculation  ; that  he  was 
an  original,  independent,  and  unaffifted  experimen- 
ter in  it,  and  as  fuch  has  appeared  to  the  world. 
I have  alfo,  I truft,  made  out  that  he  alone  has  ade- 
quately and  efficiently  informed  fociety  of  the  means 
of  pra&ifing  his  difeovery;  that  his  merits  have  been 
greatly  tranfeendent,  and  his  corre&nefs  unimpeach- 
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able.  The  Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons, 
and  the  Houfe  itfelf,  have,  in  my  opinion,  done  vVell 
in  deciding  on  the  high  utility  of  Vaccine  Inoculation. 
Much  as  I revere  the  deferts  of  Dr.  Jenner,  I efteem 
the  force  and  the  influence  of  the  Committee’s  Re- 
port as  a paramount  confideration  to  any  perfonal 
one ; had  the  perfonal  part  been  more  amply  allot- 
ted, my  gratification  would  have  been  unalloyed. 
I mud  exprefs  a hope,  that  the  fame  Houfe  which  has 
voted  approbation  and  reward  to  Dr.  Jenner’s  dis- 
covery, will  purfue  the  principle  which  this  refolu. 
tion  involves ; and  that  they  will  prevent,  by  law, 
the  murderous  diffufion  of  a difeafe  which  daily 
thins  the  inhabitants  of  the  country  over  which  they 
legiflate  and  prefide.  In  fo  doing  they  will  become 
the  guardians  of  that  mod  eflfentially  conflituent  part 
of  the  public  welfare — public  health. 

Were  I again  to  endeavour  to  illuftrate  my  fenfe 
of  the  obligation  which  the  Vaccina  exifts  under  to- 
wards Dr.  P.  I think  that  the  form  of  a mercantile 
account  would  afford  a tolerably  perfpicuous  method 
of  ftatement  and  elucidation,  as  thus  : 

Vaccina  Debtor  to  Dr.  Pearson. 

For  writing  a Book  on  the  fubjed,  when  its  Au- 
thor had  faid  enough  before. 

For  circulating  the  Vaccina  where  it  might  have 
gone  by  any  other  means. 
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Vaccina  Creditor.  . 

For  proving  at  one  time  that  it  was  little  better 
than  Small-Pox. 

For  hating  that  opinions  adverfe  to  it  “ were  not 
falling  into  contempt 

For  lending  it  abroad  in  the  company  of  the  ene- 
my, with  whom  it  was  at  war. 

For  exhibiting  it  in  a Ihapc  which  its  neared 
friends  could  not  recognife,  or  (in  the  language 
of  a pafifage  in  Mr,  Sheridan’s  Critic ) “ fer- 
ving  it,  as  Gypfies  do  dolen  children — disfigur- 
ing them,  to  make  them  pafs  for  their  own.” 

Dr.  P.  has  deprecated  in  his  adverfaries  all  in- 
temperance in  reply  to  him.  If  by  the  prefervation 
of  temper  he  means  the  abfence  of  invefbve  or  of 
virulence,  I hope  I have  fulfilled  his  conditions. 
But  the  force  of  driftnefs  and  the  feverity  of  com- 
ment may  exifl  in  their  fulled  degree,  unaccompa- 
nied by  either  ; and  if  fuch  are  mine,  I (hall  not 
apologize  for  them  ; they  will  arife  out  of  the  na- 
ture of  the  fubjeft,  and  the  feelings  of  its  commen- 
tator ; where  the  latter  are  powerfully  enkindled, 
the  extent  of  expredion  mud  either  be  commen- 
furate  or  be  fuppreded.  I have,  as  far  as  my  powers 
extend,  preferred  the  former ; and  though  I have 
before  hinted  at  the  reafons  which  induced  me  to 
the  'ormation  of  this  attempt,  I will  repeat  that  the 
defence  of  fome  do&rines  which  I efteem  as  funda- 
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mentally  important  in  the  practice  of  Vaccine  Ino- 
culation, have  concurred  with  an  anxious  defire  to 
proclaim  my  fenfe  of  the  injufiice  inflicted  on  its 
author.  Should  my  arguments  or  my  faCts  have 
any  {hare  in  the  direction  to  right  opinions  concern- 
ing the  one,  as  the  welfare  of  numbers  are  in  this 
refpeCt  dependent  on  our  correCtnefs,  I {hall  rejoice 
in  their  feebleft  influence,  even  more  than  in  a fuc- 

i 

cefsful  defence  of  the  perfon  whom  I confider  as  one 
of  the  firft  and  greateit  benefactors  of  his  fpecies. 


IF  I have  felt  a with  to  endeavour  at  the  refuta- 
tion and  the  expofltion  of  Dr.  Pearfon’s  “ Exami- 
nation,” my  inducement  is,  I confefs,  (till  greater  to 
animadvert  on  the  literary  fupport  and  the  confenta- 
neous  feelings  towards  his  caufe,  which  are  exhibited 
in  the  Medical  and  Chirurgical  and  the  Critical  Re- 
views. The  former  in  its  number  for  November,  and 
the  latter  in  that  of  October  laft,  have  inferted  cri- 
tiques or  rather  eulogiums  on  Dr.  P.’s  work.  Their 
coincidence  with  the  Doctor’s  doCtrines,  their  ac- 
quiefcence  in  his  concluflons,  and  their  adminiftration 
to  his  eager  ambition  of  Vaccine  reputation,  is  fo 
zealous  and  fo  peculiar,  that  I cannot  but  congratu- 
late him  on  a degree  of  fupport,  which,  I am  confi- 
dent, he  will  no  where  elfe  enjoy.  With  the  effeCts 
of  enkindling  the  refentment  of  thefe  directors  of  the 
public  tafte,  I am  not  unacquainted.  As  a vulgar 


[ 74  ] 

fimile  is  mod  appofitc  to  my  meaning,  I mud  apply 
it  here,  and  obfcrve  that  1 flioukl  expect  in  the  con- 
flict with  a fcavenger  to  be  overwhelmed  with  his 
dirt.  The  felf-condituted  judges  of  fcience  and  li- 
terature poffefs  an  influence  nearly  unlimited  over 
general  opinion ; an  influence  which  capacities  and 
qualifications  the  mod  perfect,  in  union  with  the  mod 
incorruptible  integrity,  and  the  mod  unchangeable 
partiality,  could  alone  vindicate.  I have  to  learn 
that  thefe  are  the  rare  endowments  of  the  Critics 
with  whom  I do  not  hefitate  to  differ,  and  whofe 
decifions  I do  not  dread  to  appeal  from.  The  gene- 
ral advantages  of  public  and  anonymous  criticifm, 
as  now  conduced,  would  afford  a theme  of  difeuf- 
fion  exceeding  equally  my  talents  and  my  defign.  It 
is  with  the  application  of  this  formidable  engine  of 
condemnation  or  of  applaufe  to  the  fubjeCt  before 
me  that  I have  concern,  and  here  it  fhall  receive  the 
mod  unreferved  freedom  of  remark.  “ Laudari  a 
laudato  tvit~o,,y  is  the  faired  fubjeCt  of  exultation  j 
and  the  converfe  of  this  propofition  is  equally  a jud 
theme  of  indifference. 

The  account  given  us  by  the  Editors  of  the  Me- 
dical and  Chirurgical  Review  is  made  up  in  the 
proportion  of  four-fifths  of  a tranfeript  of  Dr.  P.’s 
Examination ; the  remainder  is  an  unqualified  and 
undeviating  panegyric  on  Dr.  Pearfon,  and  a trite, 
feeble,  and  contemptible  tiffue  of  depreciation  of  Dr. 
jenner.  I do  not  fay  that  Dr.  P.  has  here  fulfilled 
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the  joint  occupations  of  awhor  and  reviewer  ; but  t 
am  fure  that  if  he  had  pafl'ed  fentence  on  himfelf,  he  , 
could  not  have  befpoken  a more  favourable  one.  The 
obfervations  are  fo  thoroughly  a reflexion  of  his  own 
opinions,  that  we  may  hail  the  happy  coincidence 
between  him  and  his  critic.  For  form’s  fake  it 
might  have  been  well  to  interfperfe  a trivial  alloy 
of  fictitious  cenfure;  and  it  would  have  been  {till  bet-  % 
ter  to  have  given  weight  to  maukifh  adulation,  by 
the  demonflration  of  fome  knowledge  of  its  fubje£t. 

A little  will,  I trufl,  be  neceflary  on  the  obferva- 
tions, which  however  fparingly  introduced  amongft 
the  quotations  from  Dr.  P.’s  work,  partake  directly 
of  its  fpirit.  It  is  faid,  “ that  the  particular  fa<fls  in 
regard  to  its  origin,  progrefs'  and  full  inveftigation, 
are  very  imperfeftly  known  to  the  public  at  large, 

and  we  believe  even  to  them  embers  of  the  medical 

\ 

profeflion.”  I will  venrure  to  fay,  that  the  author 
is  thoroughly  unacquainted  with  the  ftate  of  the  pub- 
lic mind  on  this  topic,  pr  after  Dr.  Jenner’s  own 
account  of  the  origin  of  the  Vaccine  Inoculation, 
after  the  numerous  treatifes  which  have  iflued  from 
the  prefs  on  the  fubjeft  ; and  efpecially  after  the 
Report  of  the  Committee  ot  the  Houfe  of  Commons; 
he  would  never  have  committed  fo  improbable  an 
opinion.  The  tendency  of  this  is  however  clearly 
to  preface  the  afierted  expediency  of  Dr.  P.’s  Efl'ay. 

Page  237,  the  Reviewer  obferves,  “ That  at  the 
time  of  Dr.  J.’s  firft  publication,  he  (Dr.  J.j  was  fo 
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far  from  having  difcovered  the  principal  laws  of  the 
Vaccine  diieafe,  that  he  was  not  even  acquainted 
with  its  chara&eriftic  traits.”  For  the  reply  to  this 
unwarrantable  alfertion,  I can  do  no  more  than  re- 
fer to  the  preceding  part  of  this  work  where  it  is 
confidered  ; and  on  thofe  arguments  I accufe  the 
Reviewer  with  palpable  ignorance  or  voluntary  mif- 
reprefenration. 

Page  239,  The  Reviewer  employs  the  invidious 
and  impertinent  term  of  “ followers,”  to  thofe  who 
are  in  concurrence  with  Dr.  J.  The  “ followers” 
of  Dr.  J.  are  the  convinced  admirers  of  the  truth, 
the  ingenuity,  and  the  eflablifhed  correclnefs  of  his 
opinions  ; among!!  them  are  ranked  the  firft  and  the 
higheft  ornaments  of  medical  fcience;  and  they  are 
equally  remote  from  the  influence  of  the  denunciati- 
ons or  the  encomiums  of  Dr.  P.’s  literary  fupporters. 

Page  243,  “ The  fuppofed  origin  of  the  Cow- 
Pock  in  the  Greafe  of  Horfes”  is  dire£lly  charged 
as  an  error.  For  the  utter  defefl  of  information 
which  this  remark  mani fells,  I mud  again  entreat 
a reference  to  the  preceding  pages. 

Page  247,  The  Reviewer,  not  fatisfied  with  re- 
aflferting  Dr.  P.’s  arguments,  and  enforcing  to  the 
befl  of  his  capability,  and  to  the  fulled  extent,  Dr. 
P.’s  requifltions,  goes  even  into  an  approbation  of 
the  unchara&eriflic  and  inelegant  plate  which  is  pre- 
fixed to  his  book  : “An  engraved  coloured  plate  is 
given,  reprefenting  the  appearances  of  the  Cow- 
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Pock  and  Variolous  Pudule,  in  their  different  and 
refpeftive  dages,  and  where  the  two  are  fo  well  con- 
traded,  that  a flight  infpeftion  mud  enable  any  one 
to  acquire  an  adequate  knowledge  of  each.”  Why 
it  was  neceflary  to  give  Dr.  P.  credit  for  the  fidelity 
and  beauty  of  his  engraving,  as  well  as  for  his  other 
claims,  I cannot  conceive.  But  to  thofe  who  have 
feen  fuperior  delineations  of  this  drikingly  charac- 
terifed  difeafe,  the  account  will  appear  as  abfurd 
and  as  tadelefs  as  if  the  admiration  had  been  applied 
to  the  vignette  of  a ballad,  or  child’s  dory  book. 

From  the  imbecile  dridtures  of  the  Medical  and 
Chirurgical  Review,  I turn  with  different  feelings  to 
the  feverely  perfonal  and  inimical  comments  of  the 
Critical.  I have  for  fome  time  followed  the  medical 
criticifms  of  this  publication,  and  can  point  out  fome 
indances,  in  my  opinion,  nearly  parallel  in  point  of 
mifreprefentation,  prejudice,  and  injudice.*  It  com- 
mence'’ -.with  deprecating  the  fpirit  of  party  in  feien- 
tific  quedions ; a prepoffefling  prelude  to  a criticifm 
which  breathes  throughout  its  mod  eager  fpirit.  If 
the  imputation  of  party  be  directed  towards  the 
friends  of  Dr.  Jenner,  the  charge  may  be  retorted. 
“ Mutato  nomine  de  tefabula  narratur .”  Does  the 
charge  of  party  combination  apply  with  drifted  pro- 
bability to  two  or  three  individuals  maintaining  pre- 
cifely  the  fame  opinions  and  purfuing  the  fame  ends; 
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or  to  numerous,  refpeCtable,  and  unconnected  au- 
thorities, concurring  generally  in  fentiment,  but 
manifeding  no  combined  view?  That  the  latter  de- 
finition applies  to  the  friends  of  Dr.  Jcnner,  I need 
fcarcely  explain.  The  Reviewer  after,  adverting  to 
the  parliamentary  decifion  and  remuneration,  ob- 
ferves,  “ a more  minute  diferimination  might  have 
avoided  a few  obje&ions  which  malice  or  prejudice 
may  now  raife.  I concur  with  him,  that  after  an  in- 
vedigation  the  mod  ample,  the  molt  protracted,  and 
the  mod  rigorous,  it  mud  be  the  attribute  of  ma- 
lice or  prejudice  alone  to  form  objections.  The  perfon 
who  has  ever  read  the  Report  of  the  Committee,  and 
who  afks  for  more  minute  invedigation,  mud  pofiefs 
an  underdanding  infatiable  in  the  exaCtion  of  proof. 

The  Reviewer  obferves,  “ our  remarks,  however, 
will  only  be  valuable  as  they  are  fupported  by  faCts 
and  arguments.”  On  no  other  ground  would  I join 
iflue  with  him;  and  in  fo  doing,  it  is  with  'he  full 
freedom  of  remark  and  the  perfeCt  equality  of  feel- 
ing which  I (hould  entertain  towards  any  other  in* 
dividual : He  fays,  “ it  was  a well-known  fact  in 
many  counties,  that  when  perfons  had  been  infeCt- 
fed  by  milking  a cow  with  thefe  peculiar  eruptions, 
they  were  incapable  of  receiving  the  infection  of 
Small  pox.  Where  then  is  the  didinCtion  ? The 
conditution  can  receive  it  from  touching  the  fores, 
and  may  of  courfe  receive  it  by  inferting  the  matter 
under,  the  Ikin.  To  call  this  a difeovery,  is  a 
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mockery,  an  abufe  of  words.”  In  this  Shameful  and 
Miiberul  denial  of  merit,  the  Reviewer  outdrips  even 
the  opinions  of  his  author.  Dr.  P.  has  conftanrly 
allowed  the  Vaccine  Inoculation  to  be  a dfcovery , 
though  he  has  refilled,  in  its  fulled  fenfe,  to  Dr.  J. 
the  title  of  its  difcoverer.  Is  it  neceflary  for  me  to 
explain,  or  to  infill  on  a truth  fo  obvious,  as  that, 
whatever  pathological  analogy  might  infer,  the  de- 
mondration  by  adual  experiment  of  the  phenomena 
and  effe&s  of  its  Inoculation,  the  important  observa- 
tion that  its  properties  were  not  ledened  by  tranfmif- 
fion,  and  above  all  the  detection  of  its  anomalies, 
conditute,  to  all  intents  and  purpofes,  a difeovery ; 
a Spirit*  the  mod  adverfe  to  liberal  allowance  could 
alone  conted  it.  It  matters  not  how  ciofe  the  pre- 
ceding date  of  knowledge  bore  upon  the  experiment; 
it  had  not  been  previoudy  made,  at  lead  to  Dr.  J.’s 
knowledge.  Numerous  difeoveries  have  been 
brought  to  the  very  borders  of  their  developement, 
long  before  they  were  hit  on.  Mod  of  the  fa<ds  in 
chemidry,  entitled  difeoveries,  were  preceded  by 
former  ones,  which  left  barely  room  to  advance 
without  dete&ing  them.  Had  our  Englilh  philofo- 
phers  employed  an  envelope  of  Sufficient  Specific 
lighinefs,  they  would  have  been  the  difeoverers  of 
aerodation.  So  it  was  with  Dr.  Jenner,  Re  went 
forwafd  a Single  dep,  but  this  was  the  necedary  ad- 
vance, and  in  it  confided  driftly  and  legitimately  the 
fa<d  of  difeovery. 
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In  the  order  of  fucccffive  defamation,  we  are  next 
told  that  Dr.  Jenner’s  claim  lor  remuneration  on 
the  fcore  of  the  lofs  of  his  practice,  and  for  his  hav- 
ing difintereftedly  declined  to  conduct  Vaccine  Ino- 
culation as  a fecret,  are  weak  allegations.  The 
previous  fituation  and  the  perfonal  character  of  Dr. 
Jenner  are  known  to  the  firh  of  our  profeffional 
ornaments.  With  a late  and  great  diftinguifhed 
phyfiologifl,  (Mr.  Hunter)  who  has  more  than  any 
other  individual  extended  our  knowledge  of  anima- 
ted nature,  Dr.  Jenner  lived  in  mutual  intimacy  and 
in  exalted  eftimanon.  Living  characters  of  emi- 
nence, the  molt  competent  to  decide,  have  given 
their  teftimony  of  what  Dr.  Jenner  has  facrificed  in 
point  of  fortune  to  his  liberal  and  undifguifed  com- 
munication. After  this,  an  anonymous  doer  of 
medical  criticifm,  whofe  name,  for  aught  we  know, 
may  be  unknown  in  the  paths  of  fcience,  or  the  line 
of  profeffional  honour,  has  the  audacity  to  impeach 
their  authorities.  He  fays,  that  the  application  of 
the  fa&,  “ every  medical  man  mull  fee,  would  con- 
fume  but  a very  moderate  portion  of  time.  No  ta- 
lents but  eye-fight,  no  mental  exertion  but  common 
attention.”  The  man  who  endeavours  to  prove  too 
much,  is  as  remote  from  fuccefsful  evidence,  as  he 
who  proves  nothing.  How  happened  it  that  the 
very  low  degree  of  faculty  which  the  Reviewer  would 
perfuade  us  that  this  invefligation  required,  left  it 
unattempted  for  a feries  of  ages,  in  l'pite  of  the  ob- 
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vious  exiftence  of  the  fa£L  Will  he  fay,  that  the 
fubjefl  was  not  environed  with  difficulties,  when 
Dr.  J.  firft  direfled  his  attention  to  it,  and  that  they 
have  not  been  folved  by  his  ingenuity  ? Were  the 
caufes  of  apparent  denial  and  exception  to  the  gene- 
ral rule  no  impediments  ? But  if  the  inveftigation, 
according  to  this  Reviewer,  was  fo  trite  and  fo  un- 
meritorious  in  the  hands  of  him  who  has  conducted 
it  with  accuracy  and  with  felicity  of  refult,  why  does 
his  venal  partiality  attribute  honour  and  ingenuity 
to  Drs.  Pearfon  and  Woodville,  who  have  incontro- 
vertibly  erred  in  this  Ample  procefs?  With  the  ma- 
lignant fneer  of  ironical  injuftice,  the  Reviewer  fays, 
in  allufion  to  Dr.  J.’s  coming  to  London  on  his  dif- 
covery  of  Vaccine  Inoculation,  “ He  might  as  wrell 
have  done  fo  on  the  publication  of  his  paper  on  the 
natural  hiftory  of  the  Cuckoo,  and  expected  a na- 
tional remuneration.”  It  is  indeed  a refinement  in 
invidious  cenfure,  when  a man’s  own  deferts  are  fet 
up  as  a ftandard  of  his  humiliation.  Dr.  J.’s  effay 
on  the  natural  hiftory  of  the  Cuckoo  is,  in  the  efti- 
mation  of  naturalifis,  a produ&ion  of  Angular  inge- 
nuity. As  fuch  it  may  be  excellent  ; but  to  render 
it  a theme  of  comparifon  in  any  kind  or  degree  of 
application  to  the  author’s  objefts  or  merits  in  the 
difcovery  of  theVaccina,  is  the  raoft  heterogeneous  of 
fimilitudes ; it  is  a wanton  effufion  of  critical  gall.  If 
ever  an  individual  was  entitled  to  claim  the  attention 
of  the  metropolis,  it  was  Dr.  Jenner.  But  a firongcr 
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reafon  may  be  adduced  why  it  was  neceffary  for 
Dr.  J.  to  go  to  London,  and  it  is  one  which  is  mod 
unfavourable  to  the  reputations  of  thofe  whom  it  is 
the  Reviewer’s  ocupation  to  exalt  at  Dr.  J.’s  expenee. 
It  was  during  the  very  xra  of  the  exigence  of  Dr. 
P.’s  unfortunate  Vaccine  experiments,  that  Dr.  J. 
fixed  hitnfelf  in  London  from  the  magnitude  of  his  dis- 
covery, and  the  folicitations  of  the  firft  and  greateft 
of  the  medical  names  of  the  metropolis.  The  Re- 
viewer moft  modeftly  denies  that  Dr.  Jenner  would 
have  commanded  an  extenfive  degree  of  confidence, 
or  a confiderable  extent  of  emolument,  by  the  con- 
cealment of  his  procefs.  He  has  fo  little  deference 
towards  the  nature  of  Dr.  Jenner’s  difcovery,  that 
he  compares  it  with  the  general  forms  of  quackery, 
had  it  been  rendered  an  arcanum.  Such  opinions, 
in  the  accuftomed  force  of  the  authority  of  the  jour- 
nalift,  may  pafs  current ; and  I doubt  not  their  in- 
fluence even  on  refk&ing  minds,  were  there  no 
counterpoife  of  atteftation.  The  declared  evidence 
of  medical  characters,  as  appears  by  the  Report  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  is  deci- 
dedly oppofite.  Profefiional  men  of  high  reputation, 
converfant  in  the  habits  of  fociety  in  every  particu- 
lar which  bears  on  the  medical  art,  and  fully  ac- 
quainted with  its  prejudices  and  its  predilections, 
have  delivered  other  opinions  with  the  moft  perfect 
decifion.  Between  thefe  and  the  ipfe  dixit  of  the 
unknown  partifan  of  Dr.  P.  the  comparifon  of  credi- 
bility may  reft. 
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A little  more  on  the  topics  wherein  this  Reviewer 
has  equally  held  at  variance  fa«fl  and  reafoning.  He 
fays,  “ If  we  refer  to  Dr.  Jenner’s  work  and  the 
very  few  cafes  there  recorded,  we  Avail  fee  fome  er- 
roneous pofitions.”  It  might  be  expeCted  that  thefe 
erroneous  pofitions  would  have  been  exemplified. 
No  didinCt  inftances  are  adduced ; but  we  are  told 
in  the  fucceflion  of  the  context,  “We  have  faid 
enough  of  the  fuppofed  fomes , the  Horfe’s  Heel, 
which  offers  the  mod  difguding  image.”  This  is 
the  language  of  a profeffed  medical  critic,  of  a pa- 
thologid  who  fits  in  judgment  on  the ‘truths  of  opi- 
nions- This  alfo  is  his  commentary  on  a moft  curi- 
ous and  important  fail,  deduced  from  ingenious  {pe- 
culation, and  demondrated  by  abfolute  experiment. 
Such  is  the  information  and  the  critical  uprightnefs, 
in  the  execution  of  their  duty,  of  our  cenfors. 

We  are  afterwards  told,  that  “if  Dr.  Jenner’s 
admirers  pleafe,  we  will  confider  him  as  a public  be- 
nefactor, but  not  as  a philofopher  of  the  fird  magni- 
tude.” No  fuch  requifition  has  been  ftiade  by  the 
more  difcreet  adherents  of  Dr.  Jenner.  They  have 
alked  for  him  the  allowance  of  fortunate  talent,  of 
phyfiological  Ikill,  of  acute  ingenuity,  and  of  laud- 
able difinteredednefs.  It  is  not  thefe  which  the  wor- 
fhippers  of  Dr.  P.  would  arraign,  but  they  would 
place  the  offerings  on  their  own  altar ; and  they  are 
negleCtful,  that  in  the  levelling  of  the  merits  of 
Vaccine  difcovery,  they  are  fapping  the  foundations 
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of  the  edifice  which  they  would  fain  raife  in  honour 
of  the  deity  of  their  own  praife. 

I {hall  follow  this  Reviewer  but  little  further, — as 
where  he  fays,  “ Dr.  Jenner  having  darted  the  fub- 
jedl  and  purfued  it  foraewhat  carelefsly,  left  it  and 
his  refidence,  feemingly  fplenetic  and  angry.”  Had 
the  mod  irafcible  exprefiions  of  human  feeling  been 
wrung  from  Dr.  J.  by  the  blundering  torturers  of 
his  difcovery,  he  might  have  been  judified  by  the 
feelings  of  outraged  truth  ; but  no  fuch  fenfations 
are  depi&ed  in  any  part  of  his  written  works,  and 
by  thefe  alone  that  part  of  fociety  who  are  unacr 
quainted  with  his  perfonal  and  internal  chara&er 
can  judge.  To  thofe  who  are  converfant  with 
thefe,  no  defence  will  be  needed  of  his  philofophic 
moderation. 

The  Reviewer  concludes  with  obferving,  in  allu- 
fion  to  Drs.  Pearfon  and  Woodville,  that  their  la- 
bours “ are  fo  important  and  beneficial,  they  have 
placed  a fubjett  incumbered  with  difficulties  and  con- 
traditions  in  a point  of  view  fo  clear,  forcible,  and 
fcientific,  that  they  cannot  fee,  without  a little  indig- 
nation, praifes  and  rewards  drikingly  exclufivc.” 
Were  there  a fyllable  of  jud  foundation  for  thefe 
aimings  at  defert,  it  would  be  well ; but  “ there’s 
the  rub.”  In  lieu  of  the  removal  of  difficulties 
whofe  exidence  I have  not  been  able  to  defcry,  they 
have  impofed  thofe  of  their  own  formation,  and 
are  afterwards  irritated  by  the  radiance  of  the  truths 
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which  they  had  obfcured.  For  this  they  fret  and 
murmur  at  exclufive  diftinCtions.  In  Ihort,  if  the 
claims  of  Dr.  Jenner’s  opponents  are  well  found- 
ed, they  leave  him  with  exalted  pretenfions  to 
honour ; but  if  unjuft  and  frivolous,  they  incur,  and 
I believe  will  receive  from  exifting  and  future  fo- 
ciety,  all  that  the  impartial  feeling  of  mankind  can 
apply  to  the  groffeft  of  injuries  on  its  belt  of  be- 
nefactors. 
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APPENDIX. 


NOTE  to  Pages  19,  20. 

SOME  recent  information  which  I have  received 
from  the  mofl  authentic  and  refpe&able  fources, 
induces  me  to  enlarge  a little  more  on  the  occur- 
rences at  Brighthelmftone  and  Petworth.  The  cir- 
cumltances  were  as  follow : — A lady  of  rank  at 
Brighton  determined  on  the  adoption  of  the  Vaccina 
for  three  of  her  children,  as  fome  obje&ions  had 
long  fubfifted  to  the  Inoculation  of  Small-Pox. 
Here  then  was  a cafe  of  unufual  nicety,  and  which 
required  much  circumfpe&ion.  They  were  accord- 
ingly inoculated  with  luppofed  Vaccine  matter,  and 
which  is  allowed  to  have  been  furniflied  by  Dr.  P. 
A fevere  degree  of  Small-Pox  fucceeded  in  the  pa- 
tients ; matter  from  thefe  was  fent  to  Petworth,  the 
feat  of  Lord  Egremont,  where  in  numerous  inflances 
it  produced,  as  we  have  before  feen,  mofl  decided 
and  unequivocal  Small-Pox.  The  fceptical  reafoner 
might  fay  of  the  fir  ft  of  thefe  cafes,  that  it  is  impof- 
fible  to  prove  that  Small-Pox  contagion  was  not  ap- 
plied in  fome  other  way,  and  the  fame  argument  (/'.  e. 
the  difficulty  of  proving  a negative)  might  be  ufed 
in  every  cafe.  But  it  happens  that  in  the  prefent 
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tranfaftion,  we  are  in  poflellion  of  proof  amounting 
to  podtive,  and  that  from  no  lefs  a fource  than  Dr. 
P.’s  own  authority,  that  the  Small-Pox  was  the  ac- 
tual refult  of  the  application  of  Variolous  matter.  I 
will  endeavour  to  make  out  this  affirmation  from  Dr. 
P.’s  own  datements,  and  to  contrail  his  fentiments 
at  the  period  when  he  was  eltabliffiing  his  tc  con- 
vincing evidences  ” of  the  character  and  the  utility 
of  the  Vaccina  in  1800,  with  the  opinions  given  in 
his  “ Examination.”  The  latter  are  fo  completely 
at  iffue  with  the  former,  that  no  dretch  of  liberal  in- 
terpretation can  reconcile  them.  In  a letter  inferted 
in  the  Medical  and  Phyfical  Journal,  of  February, 
1800,  Dr.  P.  fays,  “ In  the  month  of  O£lober  lad, 
I inoculated  a child  with  Vaccine  poifon.” 

“ The  Vaccine  difeafe  took  place  with  the  ufual 
appearances  in  the  inoculated  part,  and  affe&ed  the 
whole  conjlitution  in  the  ordinary  manner  ; but  a few 
eruptions  broke  out  on  the  fecond  or  third  day, 
after  a flight  fever \ they  were  however  only  the 
large  red  pimples  afore-mentioned,  and  of  courfe  not 
at  all  like  the  Small-Pox.  Mr.  Keate  carried  matter 
from  this  child  to  Brighthelmdone,  where  Mr.  Bar- 
ret inoculated  two  children  who  took  the  difeafe, 
and  from  one  of  thefe  Mr.  Keate  inoculated  three 
children.  They  had  all  the  ufual  fever  about  the 
eighth  day,  and  all  had  a number  of  eruptions. 
Matter  from  thefe  patients  was  fent  to  Petworth, 
where,  Mr.  Andre  informs  me,  he  inoculated  with  it 
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fourteen  children  ; they  all  took  the  difeafe.  and  had 
eruptions  like  the  Variolous .”  Dr.  P.  then  infers, 
cc  That  in  certain  conftitutions,  or  under  the  cir- 
cumftances  of  certain  co-operating  agents,  the  Vac- 
cine poifon  produces  a difeafe  refembling  the  Small- 
Pox ; and  the  eruptions  refemble  very  much,  if  not 
exactly,  fome  varieties  of  Small-Pox .”  It  is  un- 
neceflfary  to  urge  more  explicitly  than  Dr.  P.’s  text 
exprefles,  that  he  pofitively  regarded  thefe  eruptions 
as  fpecifically  Vaccine,  and  not  Variolous.  Let  it  be 
remembered,  that  this  was  at  the  time  when  he  pro- 
feflfed  the  correction  of  ■ the  errors  of  the  difeoverer, 

and  that  auxiliary  fupport  of  the  difeovery,  without 
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which,  he  fays,  it  could  not  have  taken  root.  What, 
then  were  Dr.  P/s  qualifications  for  this  important 
talk;  and  of  what  defeription  were  his  powers  of 
diferimination,  who  could  infer  that  c<  a number  of 
eruptions  after  a flight  fever,”  propagating  fimilar 
eruptions  and  fimilar  fever,  were  eflential  fymptoms 
of  Vaccina?  But  my  bufinefs  here  is  with  the  fafr, 
and  we  mufl;  go  to  Dr.  P/s  “ Examination,”  p.  74, 
for  his  cdnfeflion  : “-Unfortunately  matter  was  fent 
from  the  Small-Pox  eruptions  to  Petworth,  for  In- 
oculation, in  place  of  Vaccine  matter,  and  there  of 
co'urfe  it  produced  the  Small-Pox.  All  that  could 
haveNbeen  done  by  an  experienced  pra&itioner  at  the 
time,  w^s  to  have  taken  the  matter  from  the  pock  of 
the  inocuVdted  part  which  {hewed  the  diflinguifliing 
chara&ers  of  the  Vaccina.”  Dr.  P.  adds,  with  much 
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' indifference,  “ this  accident,  however,  furniilied  a 
delightful  goffip’s  ftory  for  thofe  who  chofe  to  re-, 
prefent  me  and  my  friends  as  blameable,  although 
in  truth  I had  no  concern  in  the  praffice,  except', 
furnifliing  a diftinff  cafe  of  Cow-Pock,  to  afford 
- matter  without  eruption.”  . 

From  the  whole,  recital  of  Dr.  P.’s  it  is  manifefl:, 
that  he  will  make  any  conceffion,  except  that  the 
matter  furnilhed  by  him  for  the  Brighton  inocula- 
tion? was  really  Variolous  ; and  he  affeffs  furprife 
at  the  imputations  againft  him  on  this  account.  To 
prove  that  fuch  was  the  abfolute  faff,  we  need  riot 
go  further  than  his  hiftory.  It  is  now  well  known 
that  Variolous  'eruptions  over  the  fyllem  may  co- 
exift  with  the  local  and  perfeff  Vaccine  Puftule. 
We  know  alfo,  that  the  matter  of  the  Puflule  in 
thefe  circumftances  produces  as  pure  Vaccina  as  if 
the  eruptions  did  not  exift.  But  what  was  the  cafe 
in  the  Brighton  patients  ? They  had  the  mod  abfo- 
lute Small-Pox  ; arid  yet  Dr.  P.  tells  us,  he  afforded 
iC  a diftinff  cafe  of  Cow-Pock  to  afford  matter  with- 
out eruption.”  Now  at  this  time  Dr.  P,  'Was  per- 
feffly  ignorant  of  the  poffible  co-exiftence  of  Vario- 
/lous  eruption  and  Vaccine  Puftulej  and  he  conceived 
and  infilled  that  the  whole  phenomena  were  Vaccine. 
A perfon  of  fuch  opinions  would  probably  take' mat- 
ter indifferently  from  the  local  Puftule  or  the  general 
eruptions  ; and  he  acknowledges  that  his  “ dijlincl 
cafe  of  Cow-Pox”  was  an  eruptive  cafe.  Whether 
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Dr.  P.  took  matter  himfelf,  6r.  afforded  the  opportu- 
nity, is  immaterial.  From  the  faffs  now  known  con- 
cerning the  Vaccina  as  applied  t£>  tfjis  hiftory,  one 
of  thefe  inferences  muft  be  incontrovertible,  viz.  ' 
The  local  Puflule  in  Dr;  P.’s  cafe  of  “ diftinff 
Cow-Pox”  was  variolous;  or  matter  was  taken 
c from  the  Variolous  Puflules,  fupnofing,  as  Dr. 

P.  did,  they  were  Vaccine. 

■ 1 hope  Dr.  P.  will  no  longer  impugn  the  motives 
of  the  jaropagators  of  this  ftory  as  unjufl,  or  tenn 
thofe  ftriflures  falfe  and  ridiculous , which  are  aimed 
at  the  elucidation  of  errors  fo  momentous,  and  ex- 
plicatiori#*fo  difingenuous.  - _ . . \ 
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NOTE  to  Page  63. 

On  this  faff  I have  the  pleafure  of  finding,- that 
that  .the  opinions  of  the  “ Commiffion  Medico-Chi- 
rurgicale  inflime  a MilaiVven  veriu  des  ordresdu- . 
gou ver n men f C if^l ^ n union  with  my  own  ; I ' 
mean  on  thef’queftion  of  the  fufeeptibility  of  the  Cow-  gj 
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Pox  after  the  Smail-Pox.  ’The  paflage,  page  137,^ 
is  thus : “Jenner  affirme  le  contraire,  et  penfe  quela 
Vaccine  peut  fe  contraffer  deux  fois.  Pearfon  le 
nie;  mais  les  experiences  dela  Commiffion,  quoique 
conformes  a celles  de  Pearfon,  lie  font  point  ajfez 
nombreufes  pour  ■ refuter  folidement  l’opinion  de 
Jenner.”  . 

FINIS. 


[Cruttwcll,  Printer,  BAth.] 


